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Introduction 



Where in the human psyche do we find the catalyst for “Exploring Lit- 
eracy?” We believe the driving force that provides fuel for individual and 
collaborative explorations into the nature of literacy is grounded in a stimu- 
lating interplay among a variety of factors. Collegial relationships in profes- 
sional organizations like CRA provide an impetus, a forum, and a means for 
clarification of, and reflection upon, our explorations into literacy. 

As we reflect on the title for the Nineteenth Yearbook of the College 
Reading Association, “Exploring Literacy,” we first think of the 1996 CRA 
conference in Charleston, South Carolina. The annual conference provides a 
professional and social impeais for getting scholarly papers written while 
we anticipate the opportunity to see old friends and make new acquaintan- 
ces. Second, we recognize the forum CRA provides for sharing our work 
with others who explore literacy through their own researching, teaching, 
and learning. Third, we appreciate the opportunity for discourse and per- 
ception checking that challenges us to clarify what we have done while logi- 
cally discussing and defending our interpretations. Finally, we are thankful 
for the reflective fuel that this process provides. Sharing and discussing cre- 
ates the mindset for reflection while the prospect of publishing provides the 
cognitive energy necessary for progress in our field. Overall, this synergistic 
process provides the basis, not only for this Yearbook, but for all of our 
ongoing inquiries into literacy. 

Thus, as the final year of our first editorial term closes, we would like to 
dedicate this volume to the College Reading Association. The members of 
this extraordinary organization provided us the opportunity to serve as Year- 
book Editors very early in our academic careers and have supported us 
immeasurably in this and other endeavors. Throughout our extensive inter- 
actions with die CRA officers, board members, and the general membership, 
we have encountered not only outstanding scholarship and professionalism, 
but also a genuine kindness and patience. We hope we can give back at 
least a part of what we have gained. 

As always, this publication was the product of many hands and minds. 
First thanks go to all authors who submitted papers. While space allowed us 
to accept only about half of the papers submitted, we commend all authors, 
both published and unpublished, for their support of CRA. Their efforts helped 
to build a strong Yearbook. 

Second, thanks go to the reviewers. Every peer-reviewed publication 
relies on thoughtful reviewers to provide advice and feedback, yet only authors 
and editors actually see a reviewer’s anonymous work. CRA reviewers this 
year prepared careful, thoughtful reviews which were extremely helpful to 
authors and editors alike. Support in the review selection process and in other 



editorial matters was provided by the CRA Publications Committee, chaired 
by Mike McKenna of Georgia Southern University. 

Third, thanks go to our hard-working, behind-the-scenes editorial assis- 
tants. At Texas A&M University — Commerce, Syamsundar Uppuluri assisted 
with sending manuscripts for review and tracking the review process, while 
Charlene Fleener and Cathy Zeek communicated with authors, sent galley 
proofs, and assisted extensively with reading and editing. At George Mason 
University, Julianna Tiss worked on the development of the Editorial Review 
Board last fall, while Janice Winters assisted with manuscript editing in the 
spring and summer. 

We also greatly appreciate the support our universities have provided 
for this project throughout the years of our editorship. At Texas A&M Uni- 
versity-Commerce, President Jerry Morris, Academic Vice President Donna 
Arlton, Dean Donald Coker, Assistant Dean Jerry Hutton, and former De- 
partment Head Michael Sampson granted financial assistance and time while 
the faculty members in the Department of Elementary Education rendered 
ongoing moral support. Vivian Freeman and Lyndal Burnett contributed their 
support and expertise in the production of the book, Frances Norman and 
Jan Hazelip furnished expert secretarial assistance, Jonathan Sampson cre- 
ated the cover design, while Carol Adams and Kenneth Edwards assisted 
with mailing. At George Mason University, President Alan Merten, Provost 
David Potter, Dean Gustavo Mellander, Dean Gary Galluzzo, Associate Dean 
Martin Ford, and the faculty of the Graduate School of Education provided 
continuing encouragement and support for this project. In addition, Firzana 
Ahmad and Ly-Cheng Mosier provided superb secretarial assistance. 
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Abstract 

This study is part of a larger case study that investigated how six strug- 
gling readers constmcted meaning while reading . writing about , and dis- 
cussing a full-length novel Transactional Literature Discussions, a response- 
based approach, was used to support the social construction of meaning 
through shared literacy events. Students met as a small group twice a week 
for eight weeks to read and discuss the story. Sessions were audio and video 
taped. Discussions were categorized as teacher-led, collaborative, or student- 
led. A qualitative analysis of student dialogue about the story during small 
group discussions revealed eight types of response: predicting events, resolv- 
ing misunderstandings, understanding text language, envisioning possibili- 
ties, identifying personally, understanding characters, voicing opinions, and 
retelling. Although individual responses varied greatly in both frequency and 
quality, envisioning possibilities and understanding characters were predomi- 
nant responses. High levels of response were found du ring the middle seg- 
ment of discussions. Students appeared to benefit from the collaborative dia- 
logue and interaction du ring discussions. They grew more confident in their 
ability to discuss their responses and made sense of the story themselves. 



I n the following dialogue, four struggling readers respond to the first chap- 
ter of the book, Shiloh (Naylor, 1991). Allison initiates the discussion by 
wondering what motivated the character’s thinking and other students re- 
0 by suggesting possible reasons. Later during the same talk session, 
to this discussion to extend his response. 
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Allison: I wonder why Marty thinks the dog was getting beat. 

George: Probably because he’s bruised or something. 

Nicole: Maybe he doesn’t listen. 

Teacher: Because the dog doesn’t listen. 

Roy: Maybe he’s a hunting dog. (a little later) I think if it was a hunting 
dog, and you know how beagles hunt for ducks, and the guy that owned 
the dog, well, was hunting ducks, the dog didn’t go find the ducks, he might 
have beat him for that. 

Students were actively engaged in meaning-making. They realized that 
there was no single correct answer, only possibilities that might change as 
the story unfolded. Discussion was an opportunity for students to explore 
multiple responses and broaden their perspectives, as well as a chance to 
reflect and elaborate on initial responses as Roy did. 

Reader response theory holds that readers actively construct meaning 
by responding to a text for a range of aesthetic and efferent purposes 
(Rosenblatt, 1978). Aesthetic reading is essential for readers to become per- 
sonally involved in the appreciation and exploration of literature. However, 
some poor readers have trouble becoming actively involved in the mean- 
ing-making process (Johnston & Winograd, 1985). They’ve been found to 
use comprehension strategies ineffectively (Brown, 1980; Torgesen, 1982; 
Winograd, 1984) and experience feelings of low self-esteem and helpless- 
ness (Abramson, Garber, & Seligman, 1980; Diener & Dweck, 1978, 1980). 
When reading literature, poor readers tend to focus on surface information, 
struggle with implicit meanings, and build simple and incomplete understand- 
ings (Langer, 1990; Purcell-Gates, 1991). Their difficulties appear to be aug- 
mented by remedial instruction that limits reading of whole texts and em- 
phasizes low-level skills (Allington, 1983; Bean, McDonald, & Fotta, 1990; 
Johnston & Allington, 1991; Stanovich, 1986). 

A social constructivist view (Vygotsky, 1986) of reading offers support 
for creating learning environments where readers can learn from each other 
and share responsibility for learning. Literature discussions are a time and 
place for teachers and students to scaffold learning. Scaffolding is a collabo- 
rative process in which teachers and students build on each other’s responses 
to make sense of the story. It involves demonstration by the teacher of ways 
to respond, wonder, and question the text as well as each other within the 
group setting (Tharp & Gallimore, 19 88; Wood, Bruner, & Ross, 1976). Com- 
munication centered around a piece of literature helps students reconstruct 
individual interpretations to appropriate meaning or develop shared under- 
standings (Stone, 1993). With practice, students learn to hold the discussions 
themselves and become independent learners (Pearson & Gallagher, 1983). 

To investigate how struggling readers would jointly construct under- 
D about a whole book during literature discussions, scaffolded in- 
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struction was used to help six struggling readers participate in small group 
discussions to construct more elaborate and complex understandings. I fa- 
cilitated the discussions with students. To gain insight about the develop- 
I ment of students’ responses during discussions, one of the questions raised 
/ was: How do individual students’ responses toward literature vary during 
/ Transactional Literature Discussions? A multiple case study design was used 
to study students’ responses as individuals and as members of the group. 
Qualitative analyses of audio-taped discussions permitted detailed descrip- 
tions of individual responses and identification of response patterns. 

Students 

Six low-achieving fifth graders, four boys and two girls ranging from 10 
to 12 years of age, were selected to participate in this study. Students at- 
tended a rural public school where they were receiving instructional sup- 
port for their reading difficulties and overall low performance. Students 
showed little interest in reading and rarely read an entire book on their own. 
Their classroom was self-contained. Whole group reading instruction con- 
sisted of basal selections read silently followed by written answers to com- 
prehension questions. It was determined that students had sufficient decod- 
ing skills based on two decoding assessments: the Names TesKCunningham, 
1990; Dufflemeyer, Kruse, Merkley, & Fyfe, 1994) and a 200 word passage 
from the book Shiloh (Naylor, 1991) that students had selected to read dur- 
ing the study. A minimum score of 90% accuracy on each assessment was 
considered sufficient for the purposes of this study (see Table 1). Students’ 
names are pseudonyms. 



Table 1. Baseline Data for Students 



Student 


CA 


Gender 


Decoding Assessments 
Names Test Passage 


Donald 


11.4 


M 


90 


94 


John 


11.11 


M 


96 


95 


George 


11.4 


M 


97 


94 


Allison 


10.7 


F 


99 


99 


Nicole 


10.8 


F 


94 


96 


Roy 


11.9 


M 


90 


94 



Note. Assessment values represent percentages of correctly identified words . 
CA=Chronological age in years and months. 
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Instructional Approach 

The instructional approach used in this study was Transactional Litera- 
ture Discussions (TLD) (Dugan, 1996). TLD consists of a cycle of contiguous 
literacy events in which the goal is to understand the story (see Figure 1). 
Meaning-making strategies are demonstrated and practiced in the process of 
reading and discussing a whole book. 

Beginning with getting ready, students are involved in previewing and 
selecting a book as well as predicting or anticipating events when beginning 
a new section or chapter of the book. Students in this study browsed through 
a collection of books recommended by their classroom teacher and me. They 
read the book covers, chapter headings, author notes, and skimmed some 
of the text. After some discussion and negotiation they agreed on Shiloh 
(Naylor, 1991) because it was a book about a boy and a dog. 

Reading and thinking aloud involves students in pausing and express- 

Figure 1. Transactional Literature Discussions (TLD) 
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ing spontaneous thoughts during reading. Points at which students pause to 
think aloud are not predetermined, but depend on their response to the story. 

Wondering on paper is a short written response that students record on 
a sticky note shortly after reading. Wonderings may include both questions 
and comments about the story. Students’ wonderings provide a springboard 
for discussion and an opportunity for all to initiate discussion. 

Talking about it is a time for sharing, reflecting, and developing deeper 
understandings. As students read their wonderings aloud, the group takes 
time to discuss them during talk sessions. Sometimes this also involves ques- 
tioning and rereading a portion of text to explore its meaning in depth. 

Thinking on paper is a free writing experience that builds on the discus- 
sion and gives students a chance to respond personally. Students write for a 
few minutes in their journals, exploring ideas pertaining to the story or dis- 
cussion. 

Lookmg back encourages students to summarize discussions, evaluate 
their performance, and predict future events. This may be done orally or in 
writing. 

To help students participate in the talk sessions, RQL 2 , a cognitive struc- 
ture, is used to raise a mental awareness of how students can participate 
(Dugan, 1996) (see Figure 2). RQL 2 is an acronym for Respond, Question, 
Listen, and Link. In this study, students were introduced to RQL 2 during les- 
son two. We discussed what it means to respond, question, listen, and link. 
A piece of thermal cloth was used to illustrate the notion of weaving our 
thoughts about the story to form stronger understandings. Occasionally, I 
referred to RQL 2 to remind students to respond, question, listen, and link. 



Figure 2. RQL 2 : A cognitive structure for helping students 
talk about a story. 
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Ask your classmates and teacher questions. 
Ask questions the whole group can answer. 


3. Listen 


Listen to what your classmates say. 
Listen and respond to the questions. 
Listen and join in the discussion. 


4. Link 

O 

cd I C 


Link events in the story. 

Link your experiences with the story. 

Link your ideas with the ideas of your classmates. 
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Both the teacher and students were instmmental in the scaffolding pro- 
cess. Scaffolding occurred in the form of teacher modeling and demonstra- 
tion of activities such as thinking aloud and ivondering on paper and in- 
structions about procedures for working with partners and in the group. Dis- 
cussions about the story also provided students with many examples of re- 
sponses as well as ways to express and elaborate on these. Students’ own 
wonderings served as examples for responding spontaneously to the story, 
and their own questions about the story prompted them to clarify, reread, 
and explore it in ways that they might not have considered independently. 
In noting different perspectives and modeling how to disagree without ar- 
guing, the teacher showed students how to express and explore multiple 
perspectives. By listening and then responding to a specific aspect of the 
story, teacher and students together demonstrated how to stay on the topic 
to construct a mutual understanding. 



Procedures 

After reviewing a collection of children’s books, students chose to read 
Shiloh (Naylor, 1991), a story about a boy, Marty, who wants to save a beagle 
from its abusive owner, Judd. Shiloh was awarded the 1992 John Newberry 
Medal for the most distinguished contribution to American literature for chil- 
dren. 

For a period of eight weeks, the group met in a room separate from 
their regular classroom for fifteen lessons lasting forty-five minutes each. Stu- 
dents were given more support initially, so lessons 1-5 were more teacher- 
directed. As more responsibility for reading and discussing the book was 
shared with students, lessons 6-10 became more collaborative. Lessons 11- 
15 were student-led since students were assigned roles as discussion lead- 
ers. Lessons were video and audio taped by the researcher and later tran- 
scribed for analysis. 

To describe patterns of student responses that focused on making sense 
of the story during the talk sessions, a discourse analysis was conducted. A 
coding scheme was developed recursively by reading transcripts of four les- 
sons selected at random and describing responses with a phrase that best 
described the focus of meaning-making (Guba & Lincoln, 1981). These re- 
sponses were recorded and sorted to form categories of response based on 
similar focus. Similar responses were clustered in each category and were 
given headings that best described the characteristics of the responses in each 
cluster. Initially, seven response categories were fomied. After coding all tran- 
scripts, an eighth category was added (see Appendix). Of 764 total student 
responses, 722 that focused on the story were coded and each was assigned 
to only one category. Responses not coded were those that focused on pro- 
(i.e, “Should we read the first page?”) or, were nongenerative (i.e., 

IS 
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“Can I get a drink of water?”). Discrepancies were resolved through discus- 
sion with a research advisor. Twenty-five percent of the transcripts were coded 
by a graduate student researcher. Interrater reliability was found to be 91%. 

The frequency of response patterns was determined by tallying the total 
number of responses across all talk sessions and the number of responses 
made by individual students for each response category. Also, to note changes 
over time in relation to the teacher-led (lessons 1-5), collaborative (lessons 
6-10), and student-led discussions (lessons 11-15), responses were tallied 
within each group of lessons for individual students. 



Findings 

Patterns of Student Response 

Eight response patterns that varied widely in quality and frequency were 
found (see Table 2). Predominant responses were envisioning possibilities 
and understanding characters . Resolving misunderstandings was the least 
frequent response followed by identifying personally and predicting events. 



Table 2. Frequency of Response Patterns 



Pattern 


Code 


n 


% 


Envisioning Possibilities 


EP 


260 


36 


Understanding Characters 


UC 


161 


22 


Voicing Opinions 


VO 


70 


10 


Understanding Text Language 


UT 


67 


09 


Retelling 


RT 


65 


09 


Predicting Events 


PE 


43 


06 


Identifying Personally 


IP 


47 


07 


Resolving Misunderstandings 


RM 


9 


01 


Total Responses 




722 


100 



Individual response patterns also varied greatly in both frequency and 
quality (see Table 3). Roy contributed the highest number of responses. Next 
to Roy, Donald, George, and Nicole contributed similar numbers of responses, 
while Allison and John contributed fewer responses. Approximately 40% of 
the responses made by Roy, Nicole, and John focused on envisioning possi- 
bilities, while one-third of George’s responses and slightly more than one- 
fourth of Donald’s responses focused on envisioning possibilities. Next to 
envisioning possibilities, understanding characters was the most frequent 
response, accounting for one-fifth to one-fourth of individual students’ re- 
>onses. Other types of response varied from low frequency to none. 
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Table 3- Frequency of Response Patterns for Individual Students 



Student 










Response Patterns 






Total 






PE 


RM 


UT 


EP 


IP 


UC 


VO 


RT 




Roy 


n 


14 


2 


20 


83 


7 


38 


13 


19 


196 




% 


7 


1 


10 


42 


4 


19 


7 


10 




Donald 


n 


6 


3 


15 


39 


8 


33 


22 


7 


133 




% 


5 


2 


11 


29 


6 


25 


17 


5 




George 


n 


8 


4 


22 


41 


6 


25 


8 


9 


123 




% 


7 


3 


18 


33 


5 


20 


7 


7 




Nicole 


n 


5 


— 


6 


47 


7 


25 


14 


13 


117 




% 


4 


— 


5 


40 


6 


21 


12 


11 




Allison 


n 


3 


— 


4 


22 


9 


23 


8 


15 


84 




% 


4 


— 


5 


26 


11 


27 


10 


18 




John 


n 


7 


— 


— 


28 


10 


17 


5 


2 


69 




% 


10 


— 


— 


41 


14 


25 


7 


3 





Changes in response patterns over time varied from student to student 
(see Table 4). For example, Donald’s responses gradually decreased across 
lessons. This was accompanied by a noticeable change in behavior from 
dominator and competitor to collaborator and facilitator. By contrast, John 
and Allison, both shy, quiet students, responded less frequently in teacher- 
led lessons but more frequently during student-led lessons. Nicole’s responses 
more than doubled during collaborative lessons and remained stable during 
the final lessons. George’s responses steadily increased across the lessons. 
Roy, considered the least proficient reader in the group, dominated the teacher- 
led and collaborative lessons, but responded less frequently during student- 
led lessons. 

In the next section, qualities and changes in responses unique to indi- 
vidual students are discussed. 

Donald. Early on, Donald dominated the group. He was outspoken, 
initiated frequently, asserted his position, and often volunteered to read aloud. 
Next to Roy, he had the highest total number of responses. At first Donald 
was concerned with procedures and inquired if we would “go around and 
read one page” and if they would “be tested on the story.” Once we began 
reading, he shifted his attention to the story and raised questions about the 
language of the text such as, “Why is this word printed like that? C’mon. It 
says See-mon.” This encouraged discussion about the spelling and pronun- 
riafinn of words and the dialogue. Donald sometimes focused on superficial 
linute details rather than implicit meanings. For instance he noted, “I 
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Table 4. Frequency of Response Patterns for Individual Students 
During Teacher — Led, Collaborative, and Student — Led Lessons 



Student Teacher — Led Collaborative Student — Led 







PE 1 


m 


UT 


EP 


IP 


UC 


VO 


RT 


PE 


RM 


UT 


EP 


IP 


UC 


VO 


RT 


PE 


RM 


UT 


EP 


IP 


UC 


VO 


RT 


Roy 


n 


6 


_ 


9 


38 


1 


13 


3 


8 


4 


2 


9 


33 


6 


13 


8 


6 


4 


— 


2 


12 - 




12 


2 


5 


% 


8 


— 


12 


49 


1 


17 


4 


10 


5 


2 


11 


41 


7 


16 


10 


7 


11 


— 


5 


32- 




32 


5 


14 




Total 








78 
















81 
















37 














PE 


RM 


UT 


EP 


IP 


UC 


VO 


RT 


PE 


RM 


UT 


EP 


IP 


UC 


VO 


RT 


PE 


RM 


UT 


EP 


IP 


UC 


VO 


RT 


Donald 


n 


2 


2 


6 


14 


5 


11 


8 


2 


1 


1 


6 


14 


2 


12 


7 


3 


3 


— 


3 


11 


1 


10 


7 


2 




% 


4 


4 


12 


28 


10 


22 


16 


4 


2 


2 


13 


30 


4 


24 


14 


6 


8 


— 


8 


30 


3 


27 


19 


5 




Total 








50 
















46 
















37 














PE 


RM 


UT 


EP 


IP 


UC 


VO 


RT 


PE 


RM 


UT 


EP 


IP 


UC 


VO 


RT 


PE 


RM 


UT 


EP 


IP 


UC 


VO 


RT 


George 


n 


3 


3 


12 


11 


2 


3 


1 


1 


3 


1 


5 


12 




10 


4 


5 


2 


— 


5 


18 


4 


12 


3 


3 


% 


8 


8 


33 


31 


6 


8 


3 


3 


8 


3 


13 


30 




25 


10 


13 


4 


— 


11 


38 


9 


26 


6 


6 




Total 








36 
















40 
















47 














PE 


RM 


UT 


EP 


IP 


UC 


VO 


RT 


PE 


RM 


UT 


EP 


IP 


UC 


VO 


RT 


PE 


RM 


UT 


EP 


IP 


UC 


VO 


RT 


Nicole 


n 


4 





3 


6 


2 


5 


— 


3 


— 


— 


3 


22 




11 


5 


7 


1 


— 


— 


19 


5 


9 


9 


3 




% 


17 





13 


26 


9 


22 


— 


13 


— 


— 


2 


46 ■ 




23 


10 


15 


2 


— 


— 


41 


1 1 


20 


20 


7 




Total 








23 
















48 
















46 














PE 


RM 


UT 


EP 


IP 


UC 


VO 


RT 


PE 


RM 


UT 


EP 


IP 


UC 


VO 


RT 


PE 


RM 


UT 


EP 


IP 


UC 


VO 


RT 


Allison 


n 


2 








7 


4 


11 


1 


3 


1 


— 


2 


9 


— 


4 


1 


2 


— 


— 


2 


6 


5 


8 


6 


10 




% 


7 








25 


14 


39 


4 


11 


5 


— 


11 


47 


— 


21 


5 


11 


— 


— 


5 


16 


14 


22 


16 


27 




Total 








28 














19 
















37 














PE 


RM 


UT 


EP 


IP 


UC 


VO 


RT 


PE 


RM 


UT 


EP 


IP 


UC 


VO 


RT 


PE 


RM 


UT 


EP 


IP 


UC 


VO 


RT 


John 


n 


2 


_ 


— 


5 


4 


1 


1 


— 


4 


— 


— 


14 


2 


12 


l 


1 


1 


— 


— 


9 


4 


4 


3 


1 


% 


15 


— 


— 


38 


31 


8 


8 


— 


12 


— 


— 


41 


6 


35 


3 


3 


5 


— 


— 


5 


18 


18 


14 


5 




Total 








13 














34 
















22 









think on page 26 they’re talking about a garden ‘cause they said stuff about 
vegetables.” Nevertheless, this was an opportunity for the group to explore 
deeper meanings with the guidance of the teacher. In time, Donald became 
more collaborative, listened to other students, and gave them a chance to 
respond. While facilitating a final talk session, Donald encouraged students 
to elaborate by asking, u What made you write that?” and “Does anyone have 
anything else to say?” 

John. The quietest student in the group, John made the least number of 
responses. Nevertheless, he was an active listener, quick to identify inconsis- 
tencies in discussions. John’s responses were brief at first, but became more 
elaborate during the middle and final groups of discussions. During the stu- 
dent-led talk sessions, John facilitated by asking students to share their 
wonderings. He also became more assertive in voicing his own opinion. For 
example, during discussion about whether Marty was to blame for the at- 
tack on Shiloh, John stated, “It wasn’t Marty’s fault (that the German shep- 
herd got inside the fence) cause any dog could jump over the fence and 
attack another dog.” John appeared to have grown more confident and se- 
O i with himself and his ability to make sense of the story. 
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George. George eagerly participated in the talk sessions and his responses 
consistently increased in number across sessions. Thirty-three percent of his 
responses were coded as envisioning possibilities. However, during the first 
five talk sessions, George focused mostly on understanding text language. 
For example, he wondered about the meaning of the phrase, “I decided to 
wait the dog out.” Other students suggested that the dog wouldn’t come to 
Marty because it was tired, but George still seemed puzzled. When I asked 
students to describe what had happened in this scene, George himself re- 
sponded, “He (Marty) was sitting on a log waiting for the dog to come.” Being 
able to talk about the language of the text in his own words seemed to help 
him and the others understand it. With a little encouragement to “say why”, 
he began to justify his thinking. For example, when a student asked “Why does 
Marty keep Shiloh a secret?”, George responded, “So his mom won’t find out, 
because if his mom finds out, he knows he’ll have to give Shiloh back.” During 
the final talk sessions, he openly disagreed with other students by saying, “I 
disagree because . . At times, George was rigid in his thinking and grew 
impatient when other students thought differently. Other times, after students 
explained themselves, George would change his mind and agree. 

Allison. Allison was very shy and soft-spoken. At the outset, she seemed 
to lack confidence in herself and hesitated to express her ideas, even asking 
at one point if she could say what she was thinking. Allison had next to the 
least number of total responses, but responded more frequently during the 
talk sessions. She also seemed more confident and demonstrated that she 



could lead a discussion. More than one fourth of her responses were coded 
as envisioning possibilities or understanding the characters. As the group 
explored what would happen to Shiloh if he was returned to Judd, Allison 
suggested, “He’ll probably sell Shiloh because he’s just sick of him.” Later, 
she again stressed, “I think he’ll give it (Shiloh) back to him for money.” When 
Donald said he thought Judd would kill the dog, Allison disagreed: “I don’t 
think he’s that cruel.” However, after reading more of the story, she changed 
her mind, telling the group, “I think Judd Travers is a really bad person now 
because he said he would break Shiloh’s four legs.” Allison related the story 
to her personal experiences, commenting that her family “gave scraps to the 
dog in the yard next door.” Allison noticed the authentic dialogue and used 
an accent when reading aloud with her partner and during a readers theater 
that die group held. Upon finishing die story, Allison commented, “I enjoyed 
reading the story, and I think Judd was nice in the end.” 

Nicole. During the first few sessions, Nicole focused on understanding 
text language asking questions such as, “Why does it say take ’em?” But soon 
she turned her attention to the abuse of Shiloh and the conflict between Marty 
and Tndd, stating that, “Marty doesn’t like Judd. Marty thinks it’s not right to 
dog.” Occasionally, Nicole volunteered to summarize the story, usu- 
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ally constructing detailed retellings. She became more outspoken, responded 
more frequently to other students’ questions and comments, and appeared 
more confident as she asserted herself. She explained that Marty didn’t tell 
his parents about the dog “because maybe his parents would give Shiloh 
back to Judd.” She asked why questions that encouraged students to think 
and explore possibilities: “Why would a German Shepherd attack Shiloh? 
Why does Marty blame himself for what happened to Shiloh?” As students 
discussed Marty’s decision not to tell his parents about Shiloh, Nicole asserted, 
“Keeping a secret is not lying.” In the beginning, Nicole was sometimes quick 
to give up and say she did not know, but grew more confident over time. 
For example, she defended her position, insisting that “Judd could break a 
promise” when other students argued otherwise. During the final segment 
of lessons, Nicole demonstrated that she was able to lead the discussion. 

Roy. Roy made the highest number of total responses (196). Most of these 
were expressed during the first and second segments of talk sessions. How- 
ever, the frequency of his responses decreased considerably during the last 
segment. Forty-two percent of his total responses dealt with envisioning 
possibilities . Although Roy was perceived as the student struggling the most 
in the classroom, his responses often helped clarify questions for other stu- 
dents, and were well stated and usually consistent with the story line. He 
helped students understand the meaning of words they had questioned. For 
instance, when Donald questioned the word “plumped,” Roy used the word in 
several meaningful contexts: “He (Shiloh) isn’t chubby. He’s not real fat. He 
doesn’t have a lot of meat on him.” Roy also helped the group understand why 
Judd was abusing the dog, explaining, “He 0udd) got child abuse.” When a stu- 
dent challenged Roy because the story did not explicitly state this, Roy de- 
fended his reasoning; . . if Judd had that problem, he should give the dog 
the problem. He’s taking out Inis anger on die dog.” Roy also voiced Inis opinion 
about characters’ actions. He argued that Marty was “just keeping a secret” 
when he did not tell his father about Shiloh. Although he thought Marty 
“shouldn’t have did that,” Roy admits “I wouldn’t have told the truth (either).” 
In the last segment of talk sessions, Roy responded less frequendy, but he con- 
tinued to focus on die characters, envisioning possible solutions to Marty’s prob- 
lem and reasons for characters’ actions. For instance, he explained why Judd 
wanted to give some deer meat to Marty’s mother: “So Marty wouldn’t tell the 
game warden. He was being nice to him.” Roy also led a talk session in which 
he routinely asked students “why” and gave them opportunities to respond. 



Discussion 



O 
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The multiplicity of responses found in this study is evidence that mean- 
js not fixed and singular, but a dynamic interplay of individual interpre- 
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tations that evolve as the story evolves and as the reader transacts with the 
text (Langer, 1994; Rosenblatt, 1978). Students appeared to find wondering 
about the story easy to do. Wondering empowered them to express their 
ideas and respond to what they thought was important rather than what the 
teacher expected. Students’ responses were not limited to answering ques- 
tions or making predictions, but depended on what saidents found signifi- 
cant. Furthermore, students were flexible in their meaning-making as they 
constantly moved back and forth between the story and their own interpre- 
tations, checking and revising their responses as the story unfolded. Conse- 
quently, these struggling readers went beyond the surface of the text to con- 
struct their understandings. Thus, understanding was not limited to literal, 
single right and wrong answers or to ideas the teacher had previously iden- 
tified, but emerged from students’ background knowledge, experiences, and 
responses to the story. 

This study shows that struggling readers can learn to hold sophisticated 
discussions about literature when provided with the necessary support. Small 
group discussions gave students a time and place to share their spontaneous 
responses where they could model and practice different ways of respond- 
ing, hear various perspectives, and socially construct meaning. Individual 
responses were a springboard for students to begin constructing meaning, 
while talk about the story broadened their understandings. As Nystrand and 
Gamoran (1993) found, student performance improves in “classes charac- 
terized by higher levels of student participation and higher-quality instruc- 
tional discourse . . (p. 106). As students engaged in the flow of conversa- 
tion, they acknowledged each other, respected their right to particular points 
of view, and listened with genuine interest. When students disagreed, they 
did so diplomatically, which encouraged even more dialogue. Such engage- 
ment involving both individual experiences and social interchanges is cru- 
cial to the development of self-determined readers (Guthrie, 1996). 

Conclusion 

This case study demonstrated that a small group of struggling readers 
could become active readers when placed in a social situation that supported 
response and shared meaning-making (Vygotsky, 1986). TLD gave students 
a framework for reading and understanding a story as a group. By modeling 
how to think aloud and wonder, incorporating their ideas into the discus- 
sion, then inviting students to participate, the teacher placed students in the 
teaching role so they would take ownership for the discussions (Palincsar & 
Brown, 1984). Activities such as thinking aloud and wondering on paper 
encouraged spontaneous responses that opened the door for exploration of 
responses and reflection (Rosenblatt, 1938). By shifting the focus 
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from correct answers to the process of responding, exploring, and under- 
standing the story, students could read to appreciate (Langer, 1994). No longer 
did they rely on the teacher to tell them what the story meant or expect the 
teacher to ask the questions. As their confidence grew, they took risks with 
their thinking and looked to each other for support. The teacher was then 
able to take advantage of students’ ideas to guide them to see the signifi- 
cance of an event and take them beneath the surface to deepen the level of 
understanding. As Stone (1993) points out, adults who place little value on 
a child’s learning are “unlikely to provide the finely tuned directives neces- 
sary to encourage the child’s inferences. Similarly, if children place little value 
on the activity . . . , they are not motivated to engage in inferential interac- 
tions” (p. 180). During discussions, collaboration between students and teacher 
in the form of dialogue and interaction about the process played a powerful 
role in mediating understanding (Palincsar, 1986). If teachers wish to help 
their students become active meaning-makers, they must not only create 
contexts for social interchanges. They must truly value what students think 
and say and in turn help students value themselves and one another. 
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Appendix: Types of Student Responses 

Predicting Events (PE) 

Stating what might occur before reading a portion of the story. 

Example. I think in the next chapter, Marty will not find Shiloh and Judd 
will help Marty look for Shiloh, and they will still not find Shiloh. 

Resolving Misunderstandings (RM) 

Identifying and clarifying confusions. 

Example. What does he mean when he's talking about Heaven and Shiloh ? 

Understanding Text Language (UT) 

Questioning the meaning of words and phrases in the text. 

Example. What is a bag swing? What doeswooee mean? 

Envisioning Possibilities (EP) 

Exploring the meaning of past story events; looking beyond the text and 
drawing inferences. 

Example. They're having a party because they all want Shiloh back. They 
missed him and they're glad he's hack. 

Identifying Personally (IP) 

Relating personal experiences that are similar to or connected with story events 
and characters. 

Example. 1 think Marty's mad just like I'm mad right now because some- 
thing happened to my cat. She climbed up a tree and she's been there for two 
days. 

Understanding Characters (UC) 

Focusing on the behavior and motives of the characters. 

Example. 1 want to know why Marty blames himself for what happened to 
Shiloh. 

Voicing Opinions (VO) 

Expressing a like or dislike for the story or characters; making judgments 
based on attitudes or beliefs. 

Example. 1 thought these were really good because they show how Marty stood 
up to Judd. 

Retelling (RE) 

Paraphrasing or summarizing events after reading the story. 

Example. And then Judd just walked in the house without knocking and bent 
over to pet Shiloh and Shiloh crouched down. And then he said he could keep 
him till Sunday. 
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Abstract 

This paper reports a part of a larger study of the effect of print-enriched play 
centers on the literacy behaviors of a group of children in an overseas school 
The researcher developed play centers stocked with real-world literacy tools for 
first graders. She then observed the children during their daily free play time 
for 7 weeks, recording their literacy behaviors and examples of their play. 
Results indicate that the intervention led to substantial increases in literacy 
behaviors for children whose literacy skills were initially less well-developed. 



M any children enter school with an awareness of the functions and uses 
of print, which may predispose them to school literacy and later to 
conventional literacy activities as adults. These children may have had expe- 
riences with such real tools of literacy as paper, pencils, crayons, markers, and 
computers. They may also have had the opportunity to observe parents, older 
siblings, and others modeling literacy behaviors of reading and writing, so they 
may have an awareness of tools and behaviors beyond their five and six-year- 
old capabilities. Other children enter school without a strong awareness of 
written language. For various reasons, they have not had meaningful contact 
with either the tools or the uses of literacy. My experience as a teacher in 
~*^|*' o eas schools suggests that children living in other countries are often not 
D I n ed to the tools of literacy to the same extent and in the same contexts 
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as are children living in the United States. For instance, the quantity and quality 
of environmental print available to children overseas seems to be less. Based on 
my experience, I believed that these children could benefit from opportuni- 
ties to use literacy tools in school settings. Therefore, my smdy examined the 
effects of print-enriched play centers on young children in an overseas school. 



Background 

Children may develop both speech and the use of literacy tools most 
effectively through interaction with other persons in their environment 
(Vygotsky, 1978). They learn by experimentation, by observation, and by 
transforming social interactions, including play, with adults and peers. Through 
these ongoing interactions, children become effective users of literacy tools, 
including reading and writing, both individually and for the pupose of com- 
municating with others. Researchers working with preschool and kindergar- 
ten children (Morrow, 1989; Neuman 8c Roskos, 1990) have created print- 
enriched play centers which provide materials and contexts to encourage 
die collaboration with more capable peers suggested by Vygotsky. Their results 
indicate that using these enhanced play centers leads to increases in children’s 
literacy behaviors (Morrow, 1989; Neuman & Roskos, 1990, 1991). My study 
extended the design developed by Neuman & Roskos (1989, 1990 ,1991) to 
first grade children in an overseas classroom to investigate whether enriched 
play areas would help diese slighdy older children develop their print aware- 
ness. As part of my study, I asked two questions: 

1. How would die children’s literacy behaviors change during and after 
play-center interventions patterned after Neuman 8c Roskos (1990)? 

2. How would children with minimal print awareness compare, after inter- 
vention, with children having a more developed awareness of print? 



totervemtion 

This study was conducted in the American Cooperative School of Tunis, 
Tunisia. Originally designed as a 12-week intervention, it was cut to 7 weeks 
by the evacuation that resulted from the Gulf War. Although I was not able 
to administer the planned posttests, my results demonstrate the children’s 
growth over the 7 weeks of the intervention. 



Participants 

The 8 toys and 6 girls who participated in the study were all first graders in 
my class, with a mean age of 6.9 years. As a baseline measure, the Concepts About 
Print (CAP) Test, Sand booklet (Clay, 1972), was given to each child to assess 
familiarity with print. Based on the results of the CAP, the children fell naturally into 
groups (see Table 1), which I called “Standard Players” and “Super Players.” 

30 
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Of the 9 “Standard Players,” 6 read comfortably at the pre-primer level or 
higher as the study began, and all showed early writing behaviors, either 
writing or pretending to write for communication. The Standard Players used 
materials as an adult might in every day life, even at die beginning of the study. 
For instance, one of these children might take a paper, draw or write on it, 
fold it, put it an an envelope, put a postage stamp on it, and “send” it to 
someone. These children drew meaning from die materials and situations they 
saw before them. Their play tended to be materials-oriented or center-oriented; 
that is, play was suggested by the materials themselves, wherever they were 
found, or by the theme suggested by a center and its related materials. One 
child, for instance, wrote letters on paper wherever she found it in the room. 
Others in the kitchen area would say, “Let’s play kitchen today.” 

The 6 “Super Players” had less well developed literacy skills. Only one 
of them read at the pre-primer or higher level, and none of them showed early 
writing behaviors. The Super Players generally did not draw meaning in the 
standard way from the materials or play areas. While they might explore the 
paper, envelope, and postage stamps, they did not respond as the Standard 
Players did. In addition, the Super Players tended to engage in center-oriented 

Table 1. Initial Play Styles and Reading and 
Writing Behaviors by Group 

Name Play Style Reading at Early Writing 

Entry Behaviors 

Standard Players 

M Yes Yes 

M Yes (Dutch) Yes 

M+I No Yes 

C+M Yes Yes 

C Yes Yes 

M No Yes 

M+I Yes Yes 

M No Yes 



Ben 


C+I 


Super Players 
No 


No 


Charlie 


I 


No 


No 


Christopher 


C+I 


No 


No 


Jacob 


I 


No 


No 


Max 


I 


Yes 


No 


Rami 


C+I 


No 


No 




Cheyenne 

Femke 

Jay 

Katrina 

Lindsay 

Maik 

Michael 

Nikki 
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or imaginative play. Imaginative players generally had an idea of what they 
wanted to play before the session began or thought up things as they went 
along, rather than responding to materials or to scenarios suggested by the 
play areas. “Cops and Robbers,” for instance, would be decided upon some- 
times before the session began and it might be played in any of the areas. 

Classroom Setting 

Before the intervention, the classroom was divided into four distinct 
sections: the desk and central teaching area; the carpeted free reading area; 



Figure 1. Clasroom Before Intervention. 
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the “teaching reading” area; and the play, display, and activity area (see Fig- 
ure 1). As the intervention began, 4 play centers were developed — library, 
kitchen, office, and post office (see Figure 2). These centers represented real- 
life scenes which might be familiar to the children, but were non-specific 
enough that each could be used for a variety of play scenarios. Centers were 



Figure 2. Clasroom After Intervention. 
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stocked with materials that might be found in each of the real world environ- 
ments represented. Table 2 summarizes the materials found in each center. 



Table 2. Literacy Materials Used to Stock Play Areas 



Kitchim 


Post Office 


Office 


Library 


table and benches 


pens, pencils, markers 


disk for each child 


carded books 


dishes 


paper and envelopes 


calendar 


big books 


flatware 


stamps, stars, stickers 


appointment books 


libary cards and file 


empty food, toiletry, 
cleaning containers 


canvas mail bag 


Apple II computer 
with Magic Slate 


pens, pencils, 
markers 


coupons 


post office box 


message pads 


stamps, stamp pad 


telephone 


labeled mail boxes 


open/closed sign 


stapler and staples 


telephone book 


calendar 


pencils, pens, markers 


books 


cookbooks 


telephone 


business catalogs 


newspapers 


recipe box and cards 


telephone book 


in/out box 


magazines 


stationery, note paper, 
and envelopes 


post office, mail box 
signs, posters, etc. 


large file box and 
file folders 


book marks 


magazines 


open/closecl sign 


business size paper 


stickers and labels 


catalogs 


tables 


business envelopes 


telephone 


play money 


stamps/stamp pads 


file drawers 


telephone book 


menus 


bag of junk mail 


3x5 cards and box 


open/closed sign 


“guest checks" 


stapler and staples 


business cards 


typewriter 


pens, pencils, markers 


calculator 


receipt fonns 




note pads 


clipboard 


date and other stamps 




styrofoam fast food 




stamp pads 




containers 
fast food place mats 




stapler and staples 




open/closed sign 




play money 




calculator 




Post-it notes 








calculator 








clipboard 








check files 








reinforcements, labels 








calculator 




o 

Rir 




scissors 
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The children were allowed to play freely in the centers for 35 minutes at 
the end of each school day. During weeks 2 and 7 I collected the data for 
this study, observing each child for 2 10-minute periods and recording their 
literacy behaviors on the Literacy in Play Observation Form (see Figure 3) 
for later analysis. This form (adapted from Neuman & Roskos, 1989) allowed 
me to record 4 types of literacy behaviors. Handling behaviors are those in 
which a child picks up, touches, or explores an object without using it. Reading 
behaviors are those in which a child reads or pretends to read a text, assign- 
ing meaning to it. Writing behaviors are those in which a child uses a tool to 
make marks intended to communicate meaning to himself/herself or some 
other person. Stamping behaviors are those in which a child uses stamps on 
paper or other surface with intended meaning. This last category was added 
because many of the children in this class used all kinds of stamps purpose- 
fully, for more than artwork. In addition to recording frequency of these lit- 
eracy behaviors, I used the back of the form to keep anecdotal notes about 
the children’s play. 

Figure 3- Literacy in Play Observation Form 
(Adapted from Neuman & Roskos, 1989). 

Child’s name 

Date 

Play area/center 

Time 

• Look for examples of handling, reading, writing, and stamping behaviors. 

® Make a tally mark in the appropriate column for each literacy behavior 
observed. 



® Summarize your observation into brief written statements. Continue on 
reverse if needed. 



Handling 


Reading 


Writing 


Stamping 




ry: 



35 
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Results 

The results are reported for each research question. 

Question 1: How would the children's literacy behaviors change during 
and after play-center interventions patterned after Neuman & Roskos (1990)? 

My anecdotal notes indicated that, during the intervention, many chil- 
dren moved from aimless handling of literacy objects to more purposeful 
interactions with reading and writing. This shift was seen most clearly among 
the Super Players, who initially displayed fewer literacy behaviors and had 
an imaginative play style that was independent of the play centers and ma- 
terials. As the intervention progressed, however, the Super Players incorpo- 
rated the materials and contexts into their own play sets. 

Tabulating the frequency of the children’s literacy behaviors indicated that 
these behaviors increased during the intervention. From Week 2 to Week 7, the 
frequency of all literacy behaviors per child rose from 20.91 to 24.80, an in- 
crease of 18.49% (see Table 3). During the intervention, the greatest increase 
for the class as a whole was in reading behaviors per child, which rose from 4.6 
in Week 2 to 7.2 in Week 7. These increases indicated that the class as a whole 
had greater involvement with the tools of literacy during the intervention. 



Table 3- Average Frequency Change in Literacy Behaviors from 
Week 2 to Week 7 for Whole Class. 



Literacy Behavior 




Mean 




Week 2 


Week 7 


% Increase 


Handling 


12.85 


13.47 


4.80 


Reading 


4.64 


7.20 


55.00 


Writing 


2.92 


2.93 


0.30 


Stamping 


.50 


1.20 


140.00 


Totals 


20.91 


24.80 


18.49 



Question 2: How would children with minimal print awareness compare ; 
after intervention, with children having a more developed awareness of print? 

The Super Players showed an even more dramatic increase in literacy 
behaviors than the class as a whole. During the observations in Week 2, the 
Super Players demonstrated only 34% as many literacy behaviors as the Stan- 
dard Players (75 literacy behaviors compared to 218) (see Table 4). The Super 
Players’ average frequency of literacy behaviors was 12.50, or 45-9% of the 
Standard Players’ average, 27.25 (see Table 5). By Week 7, the Standard Players’ 
average frequency of literacy behaviors had actually declined slightly (see 
^ T ^ble 5), while the Super Players’ average frequency of literacy behaviors 
d increased dramatically, by 94.60% (see Table 5). 
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Table 4. Frequency of Literacy Behaviors by Group: Week 2 









Frequency 






Name 


Handling 


Reading 


Writing 


Stamping 


Totals 






Standard 


Players 






Cheyenne 


16 


0 


8 


0 


24 


Femke 


23 


7 


6 


2 


38 


Jay 


11 


2 


4 


1 


18 


Katrina 


16 


3 


1 


0 


20 


Lindsay 


18 


1 


5 


0 


24 


Maik 


13 


16 


7 


0 


36 


Michael 


7 


4 


0 


0 


11 


Nikki 


24 


13 


7 


3 


47 


Totals 


128 


46 


38 


6 


218 






Super 


Players 






Ben 


n 


7 


0 


0 


18 


Charlie 


12 


1 


2 


1 


16 


Christopher 


1 


2 


0 


0 


3 


Jacob 


9 


4 


1 


0 


14 


Max 


4 


5 


0 


0 


9 


Rami 


15 


0 


0 


0 


15 


Totals 


52 


19 


3 


1 


75 



The Super Players also showed a substantial increase in each category 
of literacy behaviors. Their average incidents of handling rose by 53%, read- 
ing behaviors rose by 136%, and writing events rose by 300% from Week 2 
to Week 7 (see Table 5). Further, the Super Players’ average frequency of 
literacy behaviors in Week 7 (24.33) almost equaled the average frequency 
of the Standard Players (25.11) (see Table 5). These children apparently 
benefited from the intervention. 
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Table 5. Average Frequency Change in Literacy Behaviors from 
Week 2 to Week 7 by Group 



Category 


Week 2 Mean 


Week 7 Mean 


% Change 






Standard Players 




Handling 


16.00 


13.55 


-15.00 


Reading 


7.00 


6.80 


-2.90 


Writing 


4.75 


3.55 


-25.00 


Stamping 


.70 


1.20 


+71.00 


Totals 


27.25 


25.11 


-7.80 






Super Players 




Handling 


8.70 


13.33 


+53.00 


Reading 


3.30 


7.80 


+136.00 


Writing 


.50 


2.00 


+300.00 


Stamping 


.20 


1.16 


+480.00 


Totals 


12.50 


24.33 


+94.60 



Discussion and Conclusion 

Although this was study was limited to 14 children in one school, simi- 
lar increases in average frequencies of literacy behaviors have been noted 
by other researchers using similar interventions (Morrow, 1989; Neuman & 
Roskos, 1990, 1991). The results of this study are promising, both for the 
class as a whole and for those with less well-developed literacy skills. More 
frequent and more purposeful interactions with the tools of literacy suggest 
a broader base of familiarity and a larger framework of information from 
which a child can learn about reading and writing. Children entering school 
without extensive schemata for reading and writing seemed to benefit most 
from exposure to the materials and the centers and from interactions with 
the materials and their more capable peers (Vygotsky, 1978). These results 
suggest that children in overseas settings could benefit from opportunities to 
experiment imaginatively with the materials presented in these literacy-en- 
riched play centers. Teachers who serve this population and who are con- 
cerned with finding ways to enrich the print consciousness of these students 
may wish to replicate this study themselves, or at least develop similar play 
settings for their classes. Researchers may wish to replicate the study in simi- 
lar settings or with similar populations to compare results. 
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tee member for the Third and Fourth IRA Adolescent and Adult Literacy Con- 
ference; and reviewer for Journal of Reading. 



T hirty years ago I was awarded a sizable fellowship to pursue graduate 
studies in English literature. Personal difficulties sidetracked me to a high 
school where I taught ninth and twelfth graders for a year. I was hooked! 
Here were rapscallions who did not appreciate literature — some could not 
read well enough and others did not want to read — but whose apprecia- 
tion for life seduced me! I wanted my students to discover the satisfac- 
tion of learning. 

I abandoned my plans to become an English scholar and fell into 
teaching positions across the United States and on Okinawa during the 
Vietnam War. The more f interacted with learners of all kinds — special 
needs, elementary, middle, high, and adult — the more I knew my heart 
belonged to the teaching of reading. However, my brain has never for- 
gotten its original plan. I retain a deep appreciation for good literature. I 
pursue my study of Flannery O’Connor. I take courses. I read voraciously, 
as I am sure you do. 

And sometimes I wonder what my professional life would have been 
like had I taken the other road of which Robert Frost writes: 

. . . Knowing how way leads on to way, 

I doubted if I should ever come back . . . 

But I have found a way to travel a double path. While my heart lies 
with students, and my profession requires me to keep abreast, I also make 
time to read for pleasure. Now I explore rather than deeply study literature, 
f read many genres, from classics to light fantasies. And I think about 
learners always as I read. 

So, when asked recently where I got all of those great ideas for my 
“Read It Aloud” column in the Journal of Adolescent and Adult Literature 
(JAAL), I was reminded of the Joker’s line in Batman, The Movie. Batman 
has just rescued his girlfriend by employing a series of marvelous tricks. 
The Joker expresses his admiration for “those wonderful toys.” This ad- 
dress is a series of stories to illustrate my parallel travels in the lands of 
literature and the teaching of reading, finding wonderful toys from litera- 
ture to use in instruction. I have selected a slice of time, from July and 
August of 1996, for my stories. 

My husband, son — Andrew was fifteen — and I toured Great Britain in 
the summer of 1996. We stayed in Stratford-Upon-Avon for several nights 
K ^cause we wanted to see a Royal Shakespearean play. To appease An- 
iw as he stoically indulged us in our enthusiasm for Shakespeare, I took 
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him shopping for souvenirs. Andrew found a crossbow; he had to have 
it! The shopkeeper told me that if I purchased ten pounds more, I could 
avoid the tax and qualify for direct shipping to my home. So of course I 
looked around and found a wonderful toy. The figurine I bought is “The 
Intellectual Witch.” She is staggering under a load of several books. I loved 
her immediately. And when the shopkeeper told me that she is modeled 
after a Terry Pratchett character, I had to read about this character. 

Terry Pratchett is the popular writer of a fantasy series, The Discworld, 
in Great Britain. The shopkeeper could not remember in which of his 
books I would find The Intellectual Witch. So I was bound to read until 
I found her. I started with The Colour of Magic (1983) . I did not find the 
Intellectual Witch. However, I did find the circumfence! And this passage 
became the topic of my March 97 column for JAAL: 

“. . . So why aren’t we going over the edge, then?” asked 
Rincewind with glassy calmness. 

“Because your boat hit the circumfence,” said the voice behind 
him (in tones that made Rincewind imagine submarine chasms and 
lurking Things in coral reefs). 

“The Circumfence?” he repeated. 

“Yes, it runs along the edge of the world,” said the unseen troll. 
Above the roar of the waterfall Rincewind thought he could make 
out the splash of oars. He hoped they were oars. 

“Ah, you mean the circumference ,” said Rincewind. “The cir- 
cumference makes the edge of things.” 

“So does the Circumfence,” said the troll. 

“He means this,” said Twoflower, pointing down. Rincewind’s 
eyes followed the finger, dreading what they might see , , , 

Hubwards of the boat was a rope suspended a few feet above 
the surface of the white water. The boat was attached to it, moored 
yet mobile, by a complicated arrangement of pulleys and little 
wooden wheels. They ran along the rope as the unseen rower pro- 
pelled the craft along the very lip of the Rimfall. That explained one 
mystery — but what supported the rope? 

Rincewind peered along its length and saw a stout wooden post 
sticking up out of the water a few yards ahead. As he watched the 
boat neared it and then passed it, the little wheels clacking neatly 
around it in a groove obviously cut for the purpose . . . 

“All things drift into the Circumfence in time,” said the troll, 
gnomically, gently rocking in his chair. “My job is to recover the flotsam. 
Timber, of course, and ships. Barrels of wine. Bales of cloth. You.” 
Light dawned inside Rincewind’s head. 

“It’s a net, isn’t it? You’ve got a net right on the edge of the sea!” 
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“The Circumfence,” nodded the troll. Ripples ran across his chest. 

Rincewind looked out into the phosphorescent darkness that 
surrounded the island, and grinned inanely. 

“Of course,” he said. “Amazing! You could sink piles and attach 
it to reefs and — good grief! The net would have to be very strong.” 

“It is,” said Tethis. 1 

'From The Colour of Magic (pp . 164-165), by T. Pratchett, 1983, 
Buckinghamshire, England: Colin Smy the Ltd. Copyright 1983 by Colin 
Smythe Ltd. Reprinted with permission. 

Terry Prachett has written many Discworld novels. Next, I selected Witches 
A broad (Pratchett, 1993), thinking it a likely title in which to find my intellectual 
witch. I could see her there; it must be Magrat, I reasoned, but I was not yet com- 
pletely satisfied. However, here is one “toy” I found, excellent for a read-aloud 
whenever I am teaching about the importance of spelling or about homophones: 

Local people called it the Bear Mountain. This was because it was 
a bare mountain, not because it had a lot of bears on it. This caused a 
certain amount of profitable confusion, though; people often strode 
into the nearest village with heavy duty crossbows, traps and nets and 
called haughtily for native guides to lead them to the bears. Since ev- 
eryone locally was making quite a good living out of this, what with 
the sale of guide books, maps of bear caves, ornamental cuckoo-clocks 
with bears on them, bear walking-sticks and cakes baked in the shape 
of a bear, somehow no one had time to go and correct the spelling.* 

*Bad spelling can be lethal. For example, the greedy seriph of Al-Ybi 
was once cursed by a badly-educated deity and for some days everything 
he touched turned to Glod, which happened to be the name of a small dwarf 
from a mountain community hundreds of miles away who found him- 
self magically dragged to the kingdom and relentlessly duplicated. Some 
two thousand Glods later the spell wore off. These days, the people of 
Al-Ybi are renowned for being unusually short and bad-tempered. 2 

2 From Witches Abroad (pp. 11-12), by T. Pratchett, 1993, 
Buckinghamshire, England: Colin Smythe Ltd. Copyright 1993 by Colin 
Smythe Ltd. Reprinted with permission. 

Next, I went to Wyrd Sisters (Pratchett, 1990), and here I found my Intel- 
lectual Witch described: 

“Magrat had learned a lot of witchcraft from books” (p. 1 6 ). 

But her sister witches, Nanny Ogg and Granny Weatherwax, do not 
necessarily take to books: 

“It’s all these books they read today.” said Granny. “It overheats 
O the brain. You haven’t been putting ideas in her head, have you?” 
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(p.117). . . . Granny had never had much time for words. They were 
so insubstantial. Now she wished that she had found the time. Words 
were indeed insubstantial. They were soft as water, but they were also 
powerful as water and now they were rushing over the audience, erod- 
ing the levees of veracity, and carrying away the past” (p. 271). 3 

3 prom Wyrd Sisters (pp. 16, 111 \ 271), by T. Pratchett, 1990, 
Buckinghamshire, England: Colin Smythe Ltd. Copyright 1990 by Colin 
Smyth e Ltd. Reprinted with permission. 



Also in Wyrd Sisters , I have found a wonderful introduction to theatre 
for language arts classes. In this novel, the witches “hide” the crown prince 
from an evil duke who has usurped the throne; they place the prince with a 
company of actors. Tomjohn becomes one of the best actors in the troupe. 
Ironically, his company is commissioned by the duke to stage a play in which 
the witches are portrayed as evil hags. Why do people enjoy plays? What 
happens when we watch a play? Here is Granny’s impression: 

Granny subsided into unaccustomed, troubled silence, and tried 
to listen to the prologue. The theatre worried her. It had a magic of its 
own, one that didn’t belong to her, one that wasn’t in her control. It 
changed the world, and said things were otherwise than they were. 
And it was worse than that. It was magic that didn’t belong to magical 
people. It was commanded by ordinary people, who didn’t know the 
rules. They altered the world because it sounded better.” 4 

4 From Wyrd Sisters (p. 265), by T. Pratchett, 1990, Buckingham- 
shire, England: Colin Smythe Ltd. Copyright 1990 by Colin Smythe Ltd. 
Reprinted with permission. 



After three Terry Prachett fantasies, I switched to reading another genre 
when Andrew began his summer reading requirements — the last three weeks 
before school was to start. I read along with him, to sustain him, through Flau- 
bert’s Madame Bovary (1857) . Emma is a romantic. She is a reader. Leon is 
also a reader, and certainly a romantic at the start of the novel. The following passage 
foreshadows their relationship, as well as painting for the reader an early portrait 
of Emma. This passage was the subject of my May 1997 Read It Aloud column. 

“ — My wife doesn’t care much for it,” said Charles; “she’d rather, 
even though she’s been recommended to take exercise, stay in her room 
the whole time, reading.” 

“ — That’s like me,” remarked Leon; “what could be better, really, 
than an evening by the fire with a book, with the wind beating on the 
panes, the lamp burning? . . 

“ — I do so agree,” she said, Fixing on him her great black eyes open 
^ wide. 

“ — Your head is empty,” he continued, 



‘the hours slip away. From 
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your chair you wander through the countries of your mind, and your 
thoughts, threading themselves into the fiction, play about with the 
details or rush along the track of the plot. You melt into the characters; 
it seems as if your own heart is beating under their skin.” 

“ — Oh, yes, that is true.” she said. 

“ — Has it ever happened to you,” Leon went on, “in a book you 
come across some vague idea you once had, some blurred image from 
deep down, something that just spells out your finest feelings?” 

“ — I have,” she answered. 

“ — That” he said, “is why I particularly love the poets. I find verse 
more tender than prose, and it brings more tears to the eye.” 

“ — Though rather exhausting after a while,” Emma went on; “and 
at the moment, you see, I adore stories that push on inexorably, fright- 
ening stories. I detest common heroes and temperate feelings, the way 
they are in life.” 5 

5 From Madame Bovary: Provincial Lives (p. 66), byG. Flaubert (G. 
Wall ' Trans.), 1857/1992, New York Penguin Books. Copyright 1992 
by Penguin Books. 

I will think of this passage when I want to talk with students about the 
reasons we might read, the way reading can carry us away. And I might use 
this passage also as a way to segue into a discussion of some of the differ- 
ences between poetry and prose. 

To initiate a discussion about poetry, always a challenging topic for sec- 
ondary English teachers, I discovered a wonderful story by Fred Chappell. I 
could use the following excerpt in an English class when introducing a po- 
etry unit: What is a poem? What does a poem look like? How do poems get 
made? Who is a poet? Fred Chappell (1991), noted author and master of the 
short story, encourages readers to explore these questions in his short story 
“Mankind Journeys Through the Forest of Symbols” in his collection More 
Shapes Than One. Sheriff Balsam needs to clear a major highway of a fog so 
dense that motorists cannot drive through it. The fog turns out to be an 
unwritten poem disturbing someone’s unconscious so greatly that it has caused 
the unwitting poet to create a fog. This clouded thinking has settled on the 
highway. Balsam calls in the expert Dr. Litmouse to help find a way to dis- 
solve it: 

Dusk had come to the mountains like a sewing machine crawling 
over an operating table, and Dr. Litmouse and Hank and Bill and Bal- 
sam were back in the sheriffs office. Balsam sat at his desk, the tele- 
phone receiver still off the hook. Bill and Hank had resumed their comer 
chairs. The three lawmen were listening to the scientist’s explanation. 
‘Basically, it’s the same problem as a dream, so it’s mostly out of 
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our hands. Somebody within a fifty-mile radius is ripe to write a sym- 
bolist poem but hasn’t gotten around to it yet. As soon as she or he 
does, then it will go away, just as the usual dream obstructions vanish 
when the dreamers wake.’ He took off his glasses and polished them 
with his handkerchief. His eyes looked as little and bare as shirt but- 
tons and made the others feel queasy. They were glad when he re- 
placed his spectacles. 

‘It’s worse than a dream, though, because we may be dealing with 
a subconscious poet. It may be that this person never writes poems in 
the normal course of his life. If this poem originated in the mind of 
someone who never thinks of writing, then I’m afraid your highway 
detour will have to be more or less permanent.’ (pages l60-l6l) 

Tlie sheriff picked up a ballpoint pen and began clicking it. ‘Well, let’s 
see . . . There it is, and it’ll go away if somebody writes it down on paper.’ 

‘Correct.’ (page 162) 

‘Well, what we got to do then is just get as many people as we can 
out there writing poems. Community effort. Maybe we’ll luck out.’ 

‘How?’ asked Dr. Litmouse. 

He clicked his ballpoint furiously. He got a sheet of department 
stationery and began printing tall uncertain letters. The other three 
watched in suspense, breathing unevenly. When he finished, Balsam 
picked up the paper and held it at arm’s length to read. His lips moved 
slightly. Then he showed them his work. ‘What do you think?’ he asked. 

THE SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT 
OF OSGOOD COUNTY 
in cooperation with the 

NORTH CAROLINA STATE HIGETWAY DEPARTMENT 
announces 

A POETRY CONTEST 
$50 first prize 

Send entries to SHERIFF ELMO BALSAM 
OSGOOD COUNTY COURTHOUSE 
EMBER FORKS, N. C. 26816 
SYMBOLISM PREFERRED!!! 

‘I suppose it’s worth a try,’ Dr. Litmouse said, but he sounded 
dubious, (pp. 162-163) 6 

6 From "Mankind Journeys Through Forests of Symbols ” in More 
Shapes Than One (p. 160-163. X by Fred Chappell, 1991 , New York: St. 
Martinis Press Incorporated. Copyright 1991 by Fred Chappell. Reprinted 
by permission of St. Martin } s Press. 
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The poet, incidentally, turns out to be Sheriff Balsam’s deputy, Bill. Bill 
sweats out his poem, which clears his head, and thus the road clears, and 
everyone goes back to a normal life. Adolescents are bound to have fun 
thinking about unwritten poems fogging up unsuspecting minds and creat- 
ing all kinds of havoc in one’s community. Why, anyone might write a poem, 
even a sheriffs deputy! 

To conclude my stories, I want to take you back with me to Haworth, 
near the Lake Country of England. My husband and I spent three hours 
wandering through Haworth, in the home of the Bronte sisters. Our son sat 
outside and fumed in the hot sun; this was not his most exciting part of our 
trip! When we returned to the car, he spewed at us, 

“They’re just dead people! You’re worshipping dead people!” 

And to him I respond, 

“Ah, yes, my son, the Brontes are dead. But they have left us such won- 
derful toys.” 
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U sed to be that all I had to do is walk across the street when troubles 
troubled me. Over to the Old Style place. There amongst frosty mugs of 
diet Dr Pepper, Willie singing sad songs soft and sweet, and dreamy ambi- 
ance, I’d spend a couple hours telling Jimmy and be healed. Go in with blue 
eyes cryin’ in the rain and come out back on the road again. 

But now that I’m retired, living in the country, the Old Style place and 
Jimmy are a trip to town away. Out of sight and almost out of mind because 
out here the closest thing to trouble is when the heifers get out and trample 
the lilacs. Excitement is maybe burning some brush in the driveway. But 
that was before I heard from Marino. 

When I heard from Marino, what I told him was that, sure, I could be at 
the next College Reading Association meeting and how pleased I was to be 
asked. It seemed like an okay idea at the time, there at the American Reading Foaim 
annual meeting on Sanibel Island in December. Must have been the surfeit 
of sunshine, Dove bars, and grits that had got me feeling so euphoric. Besides, 
who could pass up a trip to Charleston, jewel of the Atlantic seaboard? 

Of course I was feeling different by the time I got back to the cold real- 
ity of December in Wisconsin, after the customary delays at the Detroit air- 
port. I’ve always looked forward to making formal presentations with about 
as much gusto as cleaning behind the kitchen stove or passing a kidney stone, 
so the prospect of coming out of retirement for a rare public appearance 
made me wish I’d asked Doc Crocker to renew my Prozac prescription. I 
asked Diane if she thought Marino would believe it if I told him my Pace- 
maker was on the blink and just didn’t show up. 

She said I could suit myself, but she was going to Charleston. Not only 
that, she said, but she’d be taking a side trip to Savannah to check out that 
garden of good and evil that’s been haunting the best seller list for the past 
three years or so. 

So I did what I’d always done when troubles troubled me. I waited until 
the township’s crack snow removal team had knocked over our mailbox, I 
blew the biggest drifts out of the driveway, and then I drove to town. 

Jimmy seemed a little bit distracted when he slid my diet Dr. Pepper 
down the bar, kept edging over toward the book he’d just put down. But 
true to the high traditions of the fraternity of barkeeps, he pulled up a stool 
when I started pouring out my pitiful tale of woe. When I got to the part 
where I wondered what I could say to such a distinguished group of col- 
leagues, he stopped me with a gesture and he said, “Don’t you big shot 
perfessers ever read any books?” 

He popped me another diet Dr Pepper and he showed me his book. It 
was Kinky Friedman’s Elvis, Jesus, and Coca Cola (1993) . (I knew about Kinky 
Ptj^man. I’d seen him on the Stephanie Miller Show. He’s not merely a guitar 
ng country and western singer and band leader of considerable repute; 
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he is also the author of quite an impressive string of mystery novels that have 
earned him more than just passing critical acclaim. And he earned my admi- 
ration and respect after Stephanie schmeikled him about all the subtle meaning 
his fans keep finding in his works. Kinky replied that people seem to be able to 
get a lot more out of his books than he puts into them. That’s a degree of insight 
and candor seldom seen in my line of work.) I leaned forward in anticipation. 

Jimmy opened his book, told me listen to this, and quoted me a line 
where Kinky is addressing his associate, Ratso, as follows: “We have another 
wise old saying in Texas, Ratso . . . When the horse is dead, get off’ (Fried- 
man, 1993 , p. 3 6 ). 

Jimmy let that sink in for a while. Then he said, “You reading people got 
lotsa dead horses cluttering up your field. That’s bad. What’s worse is that 
you people just keep on riding the dead ones.” 

After he’d let that sink in for a while, he said, “Talk about the horses.” 
And then, before I could ask which horses looked deadest to him, he said, 
“Now get outta here; I gotta finish this book before the after-work crowd 
comes barging in.” He smiled when he said it. 

Naturally, I called Fats Grobnik, my confidant and seer, to see what he 
might say about the dead hoses. Seemed like a good idea to him, he said, 
but he couldn’t talk because he just happened to be right in the middle of 
Armadillos and Old Lace (Friedman, 1994 ), another of Kinky’s creations, and 
he had to find out if the butler did it, and he hung up. 

Which was okay with me, because I was pretty sure by then that there 
would be enough dead horses out there to last me at least an hour. I pawed 
the turf and got set to break out of the starting gate. 

But then I remembered a little ritual that Diane started years ago. On 
Derby Day she always makes us a couple of mint juleps and we watch the 
annual ninning of the Kentucky Derby. It isn’t the race, it’s the juleps that 
bring me back year after year; but I have learned one thing from watching. 
And that’s that picking the right horses is no easy task. 

So I got to thinking that I’d better be careful not to talk about just any 
old horses — not sick ones or wounded ones or three legged ones, not even 
little dead ones. I should talk about the really big ones — Morgans and 
Clydesdales — and the really dead ones. I reined in my urge for a quick 
breakaway and e-mailed out a call for help. 

I told a very select few of my most trusted colleagues about Kinky’s words 
to the wise and I asked them to tell me about their dead horses. I told them 
that I wanted to know what reading practices and programs and rituals and 
tribal behaviors they thought were the biggest and the deadest of the dead 
horses that reading professionals continue to ride. 

esteemed colleagues’ responses were enthusiastic, even passionate. 
)ld me they were seeing lots of dead horses being ridden out there; 
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and judging from their language, some of them were pretty upset about it. It 
was reassuring to know that it isn’t just Jimmy, Fats, and me who see dead 
horses when we survey the field of reading. And it was challenging to see 
that their responses were diverse — they were seeing some horses that I’d 
missed. And they were calling some horses that I HAD seen by entirely dif- 
ferent names. That was disconcerting. 

I could see that I’d need to do some serious sifting and winnowing in 
order to find the biggest and deadest horses that reading professionals con- 
tinue to try to ride. What I finally came up with is my personal Top Ten list 
of dead horses, which I shall momentarily submit for your scrutiny. But first, 
take that moment to think what horses would be on your personal list if you 
were, perchance, to make one. My guess is that your list wouldn’t be very 
different from mine. We’ll see. Meanwhile, no wagering, please. 



Top Ten 

10. Early, Intensive Teaching of Phonics. If this horse isn’t dead, it 
ought to be; but what with people like Phyllis Schlafly glued to the saddle, 
I doubt that the people who are riding it can be persuaded to get off. I think 
it was Mike Royko who called Schlafly “the national nag.” Which brings to 
my mind an intriguing picture: the national nag riding the national nag. 

I truly believe that some people are bom with a phonics gene and some 
are not. People with the phonics gene are irrefutably convinced that they 
themselves can recognize words effortlessly, spell flawlessly, and understand 
perfectly everything ever written by Plato, Shakespeare, and Newt Gingrich 
because they were taught (they never say they learned, they always say they 
were taught) phonics early and well. And they all believe that everyone else 
should be — or should have been — taught the same phonics in the same way 
that they themselves were taught. 

People without the phonics gene generally seem to think that a little 
phonics isn’t likely to do serious harm; and many of them actually think a 
balanced diet that includes some phonics can be quite nutritious. 

I place myself in the latter group, the balanced diet group. So while I’m 
hoping that the phonics nag will finally be abandoned, I’m also hoping that 
it manages to leave a few of its genes behind to enrich the pool. 

Now let me add another short parenthetical observation. When I read E. 
D. Hirsch’s new book, The Schools We Need and Why Don’t We Have Them 
(1996), I sort of expected him to be an early, intensive phonics nut. So I was 
pleased when he took what I just called a balanced diet position instead. 
Hirsch laments the unproductive polarization that results when the “phonics 
approach” is characterized as “conservative, hickory stick and Republican” 
the “whole language approach” — generally identified as the antithesis 
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of phonics — is characterized as “liberal, wishy washy, and Democratic.” And 
then he says that in the heat of battle, few have wanted to listen to Chall and 
Adams, who found that middle of the road approaches, including phonics 
and whole-language, are the most effective. I’m not sure I agree with his 
choice of exemplary middle-of-the-roaders, but I can’t hate a guy who is 
willing to take a balanced, commonsense position regarding phonics instruc- 
tion. 

Which brings me to my next dead horse. . . . 

9. (Capital W) Whole (Capital L) Language. This was a pretty good 
horse until it got the big WL branded on its flank. After that, lots of folks 
apparently failed to notice that what had been a perfectly sensible collection 
of ideas had deteriorated into effete rhetoric and bumper sticker slogans, so 
they continued to climb onto that poor horse until it died. Died of misman- 
agement and abuse. And that’s a crying shame, because a dead horse makes 
an awfully easy target for all the slings and arrows that professional educa- 
tion critics care to hurl its way. 

Again, I think we had a good horse here before it got branded and rid- 
den to death by people who lacked the good sense to keep it up and run- 
ning. Like the phonics horse, I hope it left some genes in the pool. 

8. Explicit Instruction Is Bad. I approach this horse with some trepi- 
dation; I’m not so sure I want to declare it dead. No doubt about it, there’s 
a lot of ill-conceived and poorly-executed explicit instruction going on out 
there, and it’s bad. Still, on die other hand, diere is a widely held belief in 
certain education circles that any and all explicit instruction is bad — that it’s 
unnatural. I’m not certain where such a belief originated, but in reading edu- 
cation it has been broadcast and strengthened by pronouncements from WL 
gurus. To be fair, some of those pronouncements have been vastly over in- 
terpreted by zealous disciples, but that only adds to the mystique. 

Personally, I’m satisfied with die abundance of common sense evidence 
to show that while some learning occurs as a function of holistic activity, 
other learning does indeed proceed from direct instruction. I have heard that 
Courtney Cazden, for example, talks about the “Peekaboo” and “Bye-Bye” 
metaphors for learning (and teaching). Infants learn to play peekaboo by 
playing it. On the other hand, most parents spend a fair amount of time and 
effort teaching their children the appropriate way, place, and time to say 
bye-bye. I think if we’d introspect for a moment, each of us could think of 
some instances where Holistic Learning and other instances where Direct 
Instruction is die more effective in helping people learn to read. 

So do you see what I mean about approaching this horse with trepida- 
tion? To declare Explicit Instruction is Bad a dead horse is to suggest that 
explicit instruction is good. Which it is — sometimes. But odier times it isn’t. 

, n ^.re’s your dilemma. Of course it could easily be resolved with the ap- 
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plication of a little common sense. But ours is a field where the application 
of common sense is singularly uncommon. Hence, my trepidation. 

7. Programs and Models. This is the Wonder Horse. It’s the deadest of 
the lot, so I wonder why so many people keep trying to ride it. I wonder 
why well read, deeply insightful, perfectly sensible people keep skulking 
around publishers’ displays and rushing off to visit far-away sites in search 
of better ways to teach reading. That the horse is dead is amply demon- 
strated by the fact that programs and models for teaching reading come and 
go as regularly as the seasons change. Yet multitudes keep to the saddle, 
looking to strangers for answers to questions that only they, themselves, can 
answer. 

Personally, I’m convinced that the Programs and Models Horse has al- 
ways been propped up mainly by charlatans and self-serving schemers — 
and, yes, a few sincere but misguided dreamers. I’m in no position to cast 
stones because I, myself, have — in a previous incarnation — participated in a 
large scale program/model development project. I, of course, see myself as 
one of the few misguided dreamers; but the fact is that the Wisconsin De- 
sign for Reading Skill Development, in spite of (or possibly to a great extent 
because of) good intentions, proved to be a dismal failure. As I experienced 
it, the failure wasn’t due to shoddy construction; it was due to the fact that 
the people who attempted to adopt the developed program hadn’t had the 
experience of participating in its development. Trying to make it work was 
like trying to run a marathon in somebody else’s shoes. I don’t think that 
experience was unique. I think that somebody else’s program will always 
turn out to be a poor fit. 

So our landfills are full of ill-fit programs that failed. Small wonder, though, 
that the pursuit of canned programs and models persists: It’s good for busi- 
ness. When a program dies, all the so-called experts on the chicken and peas 
banquet circuit simply change their banners and start selling another brand 
of snake oil. Nice work if you can stand it. 

Neil Postman makes a relevant observation in his 1995 book, The End of 
Education. He says, “There was a time when educators became famous for 
providing reasons for learning; now they become famous for inventing a 
method” (p. 26). 

I think that the poor Programs and Models horse may have done itself 
in. Just couldn’t bear the embarrassment any longer. 

6. Study Skills. I know that the old proverb says it doesn’t pay to beat 
a dead horse; but I like to beat this one just for the pure pleasure of it. Com- 
mon sense has always told us — and the preponderance of available research 
is in agreement — that if you don’t know what in hell is going on before you 
start to study, you won’t know what in hell is going on after you’ve studied, 

latter how snappy the acronym for your study skill may have been. Nev- 
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ertheless, study skills continue to be taught in content-free environments. 
And, worse, study skills continue to be taught with a kind of “one size fits 
all assumption that displays a glib disregard for differences in individuals’ 
background knowledge or for personal needs, aspirations, and style. I want 
to kick this dead horse because it continues to attract so many determined 
riders. 

Mitchel Resnick makes a couple of points in Turtles, Termites, and Traf- 
fic Jams (1994) that I think we reading teachers ought to keep in mind when 
we think about ways to enhance our students’ learning. He happens to be 
talking specifically about the teaching of geometry, but the points are valid 
across the curriculum. He says that we shouldn’t be looking for the best way 
to do geometry; we should be looking for MORE ways of doing (and think- 
ing about) geometry. Two reasons: First, “Different people find different 
approaches more accessible. . . . Too often, schools give special status to 
particular ways of thinking about mathematical and scientific ideas. By privi- 
leging certain types of thinking, they exclude certain types of thinkers” (p. 
103). Second, “Everyone can benefit from learning multiple ways of think- 
ing about things .... Understanding something in several different ways pro- 
duces an overall understanding that is richer and of a different nature than 
any one way of understanding” (p. 103). Those statements are as relevant, I 
think, for teaching, say, history and literature as they are for teaching geom- 
etry. 

Privileging certain types of thinking and limiting ways of understanding: 
That’s what killed the Study Skills horse a long, long time ago. Time to get 
off and move upwind. 

5. Getting It Right. Here’s a dead horse that I might have missed if it 
hadn’t been for the wisdom that Barry Sanders shares in a splendid book 
titled A Is For Ox (1994). This is what he says: 

Given the way that most schools currently teach reading and writing — 
the primary, traditional tools for knowing and reasoning — an observer 
might readily conclude that fiction has developed out of a spirit of 
determined seriousness, and that teachers have quite naturally com- 
mitted themselves to continuing that somber tradition. But history ac- 
tually reveals quite the contrary: the roots of storytelling lie buried 
deep in play and joking, a fact that the majority of teachers appears to 
have forgotten. . . . Schools draw on an opposite scenario. Young chil- 
dren give up the freedom and formlessness of play, and struggle to 
“get it right” in reading and writing, (pp. 79-80) 

Small wonder, then, that so many people leave school not only unwill- 
ing ever to read again, but also perfectly willing to pay Hallmark three bucks 
express their innermost musings for them in writing. Sanders has 
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lots more to say about the traditions of playfulness and the need for teachers 
to be playful in their approaches to reading and writing. He’s happily offer- 
ing us a horse of another color. Let’s get on it and go! 

4. Reader Response. It’s a crying shame, but this once magnificent steed 
was ridden to death by riders who just never bothered to get to know their 
animal. Sadder still, it looks to me as if good intentions contributed heavily 
to its demise; I think lots of people who did manage to get off the dead 
Getting It Right horse and the dead Study Skills horse climbed onto the Reader 
Response horse and rode off at full gallop — in the wrong direction. Poor horse 
may have dropped dead of a broken heart. 

It was a good thing to acknowledge that texts may have multiple mean- 
ings and that readers always bring very personal and sometimes quite idio- 
syncratic meanings to written words. It was good to see the privileged ways 
of thinking that follow from teacher-dominated interpretations of texts move 
away from center stage and to see multiple ways of understanding move a 
little closer to the limelight. It was a good thing to view students as active 
meaning makers rather than passive recipients of knowledge. But it was not 
a good thing to push the author far from the limelight, or, as some zealots 
would have it, off the stage entirely. To do this is, as Michael Smith (in press) 
so nicely puts it, to deny the intelligence that created the text in the first place. 

When the Reader Response horse started pulling a bandwagon, too many 
people jumped onto one side and the wagon lost its balance. Maybe that’s 
what killed the horse. 

We educators have never been very good at striking balances. But we’re 
real good at killing off promising horses. 

3. Teacher Training in Reading. You say you’re surprised to see a horse 
with so much life left in it on this Top Ten list? That’s not what surprises me. 
What surprises me is that it’s still got so much life left in it. And what irritates, 
agitates, and dismays me is that so many so called teacher education pro- 
grams always have been, still are, and are likely to remain teacher Training 
programs — particularly in reading. 

Now I’m not just quibbling over a trivial semantic point here. I mean to 
be saying that there is a vast difference between teacher training and teacher 
education; and the difference is exacerbated in the field of reading educa- 
tion because reading is generally approached as “method,” not as “content” — 
or as anything else that has any inherent substance or value. Barry Sanders 
speaks to this point in A Is For Ox (1994). Sanders talks about 

. . . the critical difference between understanding literacy as inseparable 
from the cognitive development of the self and literacy as an exter- 
nally measured set of skills — a commodity that can be quantified, pack- 
aged, and delivered. by professionals. Reading and writing turn into 
ic literacy by measuring them through statistics — levels of reading skills, 
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rates of comprehension, and so on. Reading and writing are being lost 
as activities that transform a person into an entirely different creature, 
a person who has the capability of making continual discoveries about 
himself or herself. They are being lost as activities through which one 
finds constant surprises in sentences — both written and spoken — and 
in the self. (p. 200) 

Personally, I’m convinced that another major reason why reading and 
writing are being lost as activities that transform, surprise and delight read- 
ers and writers is that prospective teachers of reading and writing continue 
to be trained. They are trained to be efficient users of so-called achievement 
measures and diagnostic tests and enthusiastic pushers of whatever instruc- 
tional materials got the most visibility at the last IRA convention. 

One fundamental problem, I think, is that we reading teachers have 
always given far too much attention to how , and far too little to who, what, 
when, where, and why . We could take a lesson from Anne Lamott. The sub- 
title of her bestselling book, Bird by Bird (1994), is “Some Instructions on 
Writing and Life.” She’s talking education, not training. And so is Sven Birkerts, 
in a book that’s titled and sub-titled The Gutenberg Elegies: The Fate of Read- 
ing in an Electronic Age (1994). A reviewer for The New York Times says 
Birkerts’ writing about reading “makes you want to go and do it.” When’s 
the last time you felt that way after reading a reading methods text? 

Another fundamental problem, I think, is that we teachers of reading 
teachers have gotten carried away in our quest for self-importance. Richard Daw- 
kins, the famed evolutionary biologist, sums up the problem quite nicely in a 
passage from a challenging book, The Third Culture (1995), edited by John 
Brockman: 

P. D. Medawar said that there are some fields that are genuinely diffi- 
cult, where if you want to communicate you have to work really hard 
to make the language simple, and there are other fields that are funda- 
mentally very easy, where if you want to impress people you have to 
make the language more difficult than it needs to be. And there are 
some fields in which — to use Meda war’s lovely phrase — people suffer 
from ‘physics envy.’ They want their subject to be treated as profoundly 
difficult, even when it isn’t. Physics genuinely is difficult, so there’s a 
great industry for taking the difficult ideas of physics and making them 
simpler for people to undrstand; but, conversely, there’s another in- 
dustry for taking subjects that really have no substance at all and pre- 
tending they do — dressing them up in a language that’s incomprehen- 
sible for the very sake of incomprehensibility, in order to make them 
seem profound, (p. 200) 

O 
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Call me an unrelenting curmudgeon if you must; but, let’s face it, we 
teachers of reading teachers are so smitten by physics envy that our afflic- 
tion has reached the delusional stage. How else could we manage to stay on 
this long dead Teacher Training horse? 

2. Guess What I’m Thinking. Michael Smith (in press) has another name 
for this horse; he calls it Keeping Secrets. By any other name, though, the 
horse is unmistakable: It’s the one that has the answers to all kinds of ques- 
tions, but seldom or never lets students in on how — or why — those particu- 
lar answers were obtained. 

Michael argues that teachers ought to be able to share their secret s, to 
tell their students how they, as experts, engage in reading and to explain 
how experts come up with all those answers. As it is, teachers are inclined 
to try to enlighten their students by giving them answers, but to leave them 
in the dark about finding answers on their own. What reading teachers need 
to do, Michael says, is to study their own behaviors to detemiine what their 
personal secrets are, because secret s that haven’t been articulated can’t be 
shared. The goal is not to encourage novices to copy experts, but to help 
novices understand what experts do. 

Personally, I’ve long been troubled by how uncommunicative we os- 
tensible “reading experts” are about how we ourselves tackle various read- 
ing tasks. Like Michael, I think the main reason is that most of us haven’t 
done a very thorough job of articulating what goes on when we, ourselves, 
read. We reading teachers are much more inclined to look to strangers for 
descriptions of effective reading behaviors than to trust our own insights. So 
we tend always to be in the position of peddling second hand goods. Sec- 
ond-hand Roses, that’s us. 

We reading teachers need a better sense of where we are as readers and 
sufficient self assurance to talk openly about our own insights into the com- 
plexities and wonders of reading. There’s a fresh horse waiting. We ought to 
ride it. 

1. Being Digital. Okay, I admit it; I’m being defensive here, giving my 
Number One Dead Horse the same name that MIT’s Media Lab founder 
Nicholas Negroponte gave his bestselling book, Being Digital { 1995). I just 
don’t want you to think that I’m an old fogy so ignorant of stuff like 
Negroponte’s book that I simply knee-jerk reject anything and everything that 
smacks of high tech. In fact, it was Negroponte himself who convinced me 
that, insofar as the field of reading education is concerned, this horse is dead. 

Of the three reasons he gives for choosing the old-fashioned book rather 
than a more exotic, multimedia format to describe the future, the third is the 
“more personal, slightly ascetic” (p. 8): 

Interactive multimedia leaves very little to the imagination. Like a Hol- 
lywood film, multimedia narrative includes such specific representa- 
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tions that less and less is left to the mind’s eye. By contrast, the written 
word sparks images and evokes metaphors that get much of their 
meaning from the reader’s imagination and experiences. When you 
read a novel, much of the color, sound, and motion come from you. I 
think the same kind of personal extension is needed to feel and un- 
derstand what “being digital” might mean to your life. (p. 8) 

And then Negroponte, a self-described dyslexic, adds, “You are expected to 
read yourself into this book. And I say this as somebody who does not like 
to read” (p. 8). 

The media wizard, it seems to me, has a finer grasp of the essence of 
reading — and of what ought to be important to those of us who profess to 
teach reading — than far too many reading experts, whether they be certifi- 
cated or self proclaimed. 

I’m tempted, now, to shower you with quotations from the authors I’ve 
been mentioning — Sanders, Birkerts, Lamott, Resnick, Smith, Postman — to 
bolster my proclamation that the digital horse is dead. But then you could 
say I protest too much, particularly since I’ve already told you that I’m being 
defensive here. So I’ll simply leave you in the company of these authors — 
including Negroponte — to contemplate the horse. 

You may conclude that insofar as reading education is concerned, the 
Digital horse was stillborn, that it never got a chance to show how it might 
have run. You may even conclude that there is reason to hope that in the 
fullness of time there will be a resurrection. 

And I wouldn’t disagree. 



Some Spare Horses 

When I finished my Top Ten list, I did what I always do when I finish 
writing something: I faxed it to Fats, who has his finger on the pulse of America. 
I knew he’d know if I’d managed to pick the biggest and the deadest of the 
horses that lie dead in the field of reading education. 

The next day I called. “Hey, Fats,” I said, “what do you think?” 

“I think we ought to go fishing,” Fats said. “I heard that the bluegills are 
biting in Partridge Lake.” And then he told me about his new Winnebago — 
two bedrooms, four baths, and a walk-in cooler — and that we could park over 
by the river in Fremont and he’d pick me up in the morning. Finally, just as 
I was about to abandon hope, he said, “Oh yeah, about the horses. Those 
buggers look really dead to me . . . and big. But you might want to round up 
a couple of extras, just in case you don’t manage to use up your whole hour.” 
And he was gone, no doubt to start stocking the walk-in cooler. 

Which was okay with me, because with a few well chosen words he 
as usual, managed not only to put his finger on the pulse of a possible 
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problem, but also to embolden me to do what I really wanted to do. Which 
was to have at least twelve horses on my Top Ten list. 

So here’s another one. 

Remedial Reading. No question about this one: It’s a real horse and 
it’s really dead. The only reason it didn’t make my Top Ten list is that I was 
too embarrassed to put it there after having taught the course for years and 
years. Because it is our bread and butter, we remedial reading teachers try to 
convince a gullible public that we possess magical potions and incantations 
that can transform late bloomers, list less dullards, the linguistically deprived, 
and the ineptly taught into successful and enthusiastic readers. Of course 
we’ve never been able to deliver on most of the promises we make, but 
never mind. We’ve come up with such good excuses that we’ve almost come 
to believe them ourselves. 



It seems clear to me that it was never very sensible to get that poor old 
Remedial Reading nag up and ainning in the first place. If all the resources 
that have gone into remedial reading had been given over to sound instruc- 
tion the first time around, we’d be riding a horse with a decent chance of 
finishing in the chips. 



I don’t think we ever really thought that Remedial Reading would win 
any races. But hey, we’re human; we make mistakes. So let’s admit that we 
made one. The horse is dead. We finished it off. Now let’s get off. 

Now here’s the last one. I saved the best ’til last. 

Research. My first impulse was to put Reading Research at the very top 
of my Top Ten list of dead horses. That’s because after more than three decades 
in the business, I’d be hard pressed to say what positive effects have come 
out of all the so-called reading research that’s gone on. Of course there have 
been some changes from time to time, but I’m inclined to argue that they 
haven’t been very widespread and they haven’t been really substantive. In 
any event, it seems to me that what changes there have been have come as 
a result of political and philosophical shifts, not research. 

It was hard for me to see a horse for all the riders; but I figured if the 
Research horse wasn’t going anywhere, it must be dead. 

Still, I decided to take a closer look, and do you know what? I never did 
find a corpus delicti. I finally realized that I couldn’t find a dead horse because 
there wasn’t any horse. All those riders were just piled up on top of each other, 
so busy posturing and proclaiming that they didn’t even notice that they 
weren’t going anywhere. Worse yet, they were so happy strutting and show- 
ing off for each other that they couldn’t care less about missing the horse. 

So I’m pretty sure there’s a perfectly sound Research horse out there 
someplace, fresh and waiting to be ridden. In this case, it isn’t the horse that 
needs changing, it’s the riders. 



ERIC 



he underlying problem; I’m convinced, is that in reading research and 
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in the larger enterprise of reading education, it isn’t a search for truth that 
drives our efforts and defines our aspirations, it’s a desire to be on the win- 
ning team. We reading educators have chosen to engage in a political 
struggle — to hell with truth and decency. Wendy Kaminer (1995), who hap- 
pens to be one of my most treasured personal heroes, says that truth in a 
political struggle is dependent upon politics and is primarily ideological rather 
than factual in correctness. 

Small wonder, then, that so many of us continue to ride dead horses. It 
isn’t the horse that matters. It’s the brand on its flank. 
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Leaders 
m Literacy 



At the 1996 College Reading Association Conference in Charleston, South 
Carolina, a special session entitled “Leaders in Literacy: Past, Present, and 
Future” was held. At this session, three long-standing CRA members, Lillian 
Putnam, D. Ray Reutzel, and William Henk presented their perspectives re- 
lated to the past, the present and the future of literacy education. We are 
very pleased that all three were willing to share their comments with the 
wider CRA Yearbook readership through publication in this volume. In this 
section, the text of each speech is provided along with a photo of the speaker 
and brief biographical information. 

The Editors 
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I n ancient times, we know that cave dwellers painted pictures on the walls 
of caves. They were usually trees and things seen or animals chased and 
caught. Later the pictures embodied ideas and feelings, and were called ideo- 
grams. Hieroglyphics came later, representing symbols instead of pictures, 
and gradually symbols and words were broken down to separate sounds 
and letters. 

Most of the reading methods used today are not innovations of the 20th 
century; they were used years ago. For example, if you think reading with 
phonics is new, it isn’t. In l6l2, Brinsley (Hoole, 1660, as cited in Smith, 
1965) changed the method from learning the sounds of the whole alphabet 
at once to combining initial consonants with short vowels: ba, be, bi, bo, bu. 
This was evident in the New England Primer of 1727 and in Noah Webster’s 
(1798) Blue Back Speller. Ward (1894) combined phonics with the sight word 
method in his books. 

If you think teaching by the sight word method is new, it isn’t. Comenius 
recommended it in 1500 (Smith, 1965). In the 1800’s, Josiah Bumstead (1840) 
and John Russell Webb (1846) wrote primers using the sight word method. 

If you think teaching by the sentence method is new, it isn’t. In 1944, 1 
observed a first grade teacher presenting long sentences on oak tag strips to 
children. The children would recite the whole sentence, but could not iden- 
tify one single word. 

If you think teaching by the paragraph method is new, it isn’t. Albert 
Harris (1940) and Jeanette Veatch (1979) promoted the Language Experience 
Approach. In this method, the children had a common experience which 
they discussed. This promoted vocabulary and interest and maybe some new 
concepts. They dictated a story to the teacher, who wrote it on the board. 
The children played with the story, finding words and sentences they knew. 
In addition to learning sight words, the teacher could then pull out words 
with similar initial consonants and teach phonics (cat, come, can). The wise 
teacher could structure the experience around words which would teach the 
consonants she wanted. 

If you think the tactile-kinesthetic method is new, it isn’t. One of the 
oldest writings in existence is a table of stone, with deep grooves cut for 
children to move their fingers in or trace. This dates back to 4700 BC, and is 
in the Ashmolian Museum at Oxford University. 

If you think making letters out of edible materials is new, it isn’t. Horace 
recommended it in 427 BC (Smith, 1965). In 1700, Basedow, a German edu- 
cator (Smith, 1965), recommended that every school should have a baker to 
make edible letters for children to learn and eat. 

If you think teaching with a special phonetic alphabet is new, it isn’t. In 
1570, John Hart used a special phonetic alphabet in which vowels were 
^ 1 ^-ted as long or short, and silent letters were crossed out. This was a fore- 
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runner to the augmented Roman alphabet used by Sir Isaac Pitman and A. J. 
Ellis in teaching reading classes in Waltham, Massachusetts, in 1852 (Pitman, 
1852; Smith, 1965). This method was the basis for the i.t.a. (Initial Teaching 
Alphabet) used by Sir James Pitman in England (Pitman, I960) and brought 
to the USA by Mazurkiewicz and Tanyzer (1963). One year in March, I visited a 
first grade i. t. a. class in Bethlehem, Pennsylvania. The children were read- 
ing and writing four-page stories at that time. I have never experienced such 
prolific reading and writing in any other first grade class. One of the teachers 
said to me, “How do I turn it off?” This was remarkable. The difficulty came 
in the transition to traditional orthography. Although the transition was ex- 
pected to occur at the end of grade 1, it often came much later, in grade 2 or 3. 

If you think whole language is new, it isn’t. I visited English schools in 
the 1970’s, and one teacher said, “What is this new thing called whole lan- 
guage in the States?” I told her about it and she replied, “Well we have al- 
ways been doing that. That’s not new to us.” There are many fine aspects of 
whole language. It reminded us that we should be integrating all the lan- 
guage arts with reading, something we had forgotten. It also brought us back 
to good literature, another thing we had forgotten, particularly in the early 
grades. Unfortunately, many teachers were not well trained to teach using 
the whole language method. They missed the scope and sequence provided 
in the basal readers. My own observations in classrooms showed that, al- 
though teachers said they taught decoding skills, actually this skill was fre- 
quently neglected or forgotten. Bill Honig, California State Superintendent 
of Schools, mandated whole language for the entire state. When the Califor- 
nia NAEP scores fell to the lowest in the nation in 1994, he was removed 
from office. Decoding skills have now been mandated. 



If you think that linguistic methods are new, they are not. Early linguists 
including Leonard Bloomfield, Henry Lee Smith, and Charles Carpenter Fries 
were recommending teaching by word patterns long ago (Bloomfield, 1942; 
Smith, 1965). They were interested not in phonics as such, but in word pat- 
terns. The Merrill Linguistic Readers (Fries, Fries, Wilson, & Rudolf., 1965) 
were based on word patterns or word families. The famous sentence, “The 
fat cat sat at a mat,” was typical of the texts. Although teachers have criti- 
cized this as boring, I never heard children say that, because they were learning 
the code and could apply what they had learned directly to the text. Modern 
linguists like Noam Chomsky are interested in generative-transformational 
grammar. They remind us that language and grammar change over time 
(Smith, 1965). For example, during the Elizabethan period, the royals used 
double negatives in speech. When the commoners copied them, the royals 
stopped and declared that it was bad grammar. 

^obably at no time was any one method used exclusively. Harris and 
'1985) maintain that we went from emphasis on visual perception, to 
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auditory perception, to sensori-motor training, to cerebral dominance, to multi- 
sensory, to behavior modification. The variations in method certainly reflect 
this thinking. 

Recently, I have become concerned about teacher education. Although 
we presently know more about various ways to teach reading, some of our 
undergraduates emerge from colleges with elementary certification, having 
had only one course in this field. This is certainly inadequate. In an informal 
survey (unpublished) of reading courses required by the various states, I found 
that some required only one course while others require as many as 12 se- 
mester hours in reading. Parents expect that, as a minimum, their children 
should learn to read, write, and spell. Minimum preparation fails to provide 
teachers who can teach regular reading adequately to the whole class. They 
are completely at a loss to aid the child with a reading disability, or anyone 
who cannot learn by the one method they know. This is a serious problem 
in teacher education and should be corrected. I believe our professional 
organizations should initiate political activity to increase minimal requirements 
in reading courses for certification. 

Although pre-service teacher education is a major problem, there is a 
serious, concomitant concern in the professional field. Over a period of 300 
years, many different reading methods have been proposed and tried. As 
each one was presented, teachers enthusiastically hopped on the proverbial 
bandwagon and became deeply engrossed, only to become disenchanted 
when the promised results failed to appear. This continues to happen be- 
cause there has been and is a serious dearth in long term evaluation of re- 
sults for each innovation. Our fanciful expectations should be replaced by: 

1 . Preparing teachers in advance to work with the new method. 

2. Exploring the expected assets and limitations in pilot groups. 

3- Conducting long term, carefully designed research on performance 
and achievement. 

4. Exploring the variables of different children for whom the methods 
work best or least. 

Data of this kind would yield practical information and remove the en- 
thusiastic guess work. Such data would enable teachers to predict which 
specific methods would “probably” work best for specific groups of chil- 
dren. My human hunch says it would probably depend on a combination of 
factors — never on a single component. 



I wish to thank Estill Alexander for inviting me to speak on the history of 
beginning reading methods. It made me review volumes of material I had 
forgotten and also learn many new things. 

ERIC FTC 
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S ince Dr. Estill Alexander called to ask if I would participate in this panel 
today, I have mulled over many controversial issues in literacy, ranging 
from the politics and power of literacy, to privilege and access, to literacy 
knowledge, skills, and strategies. The more I considered the possibilities, the 
greater became my anxiety. I have genuinely worried about which contro- 
versial issues to select as exemplars of the diverse voices and multiple per- 
spectives within our literacy community. After considerable inward turmoil, 
^"Tected two issues, not for the issues themselves, but for deeper, perhaps 
i r e troubling and vexing contradictions nested deep within these exem- 
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plar controversies. The two issues I have chosen are these: 1) the paradigm 
wars in reading research; and 2) the continuing chasm between the univer- 
sity literacy researcher and the classroom literacy practitioner. Please be re- 
minded, I chose these two controversies primarily as exemplars of deeper, 
more problematic dilemmas, not necessarily for the controversies themselves. 



Continuing Paradigm Wars in Reading Research 

The paradigm wars in literacy research are in themselves a lesson in para- 
dox. Amid the admirable and persistent calls within the literacy community 
for greater cooperation, collaboration, and appreciation of a broader range 
of voices and methods in literacy research, there is also an increasing invidi- 
ous incivility in our discourse that attacks the very heart of our community. 
Kamil (1995), in an article entitled “Some Alternatives to Paradigm Wars in 
Literacy Research,” asks: 

What went wrong with [these] debates? When the idea for intellectual 
exchanges about literacy issues was conceived, it was thought they 
would promote productive dialogue about substantive issues. We have 
seen little of the sustained, productive dialogue that literacy research- 
ers and practitioners would have desired, (p. 244) 



Rather than making clear the benefits, possibilities, and opportunities 
new research paradigms offered us as a community, we have diffused much 
productive effort in polarizing the debate, pointing out the flaws and limita- 
tions of others’ research paradigms, and sprinkling our debates with printed 
and verbal invectives. 

John Ruskin (1976) once declared, “Education does not mean teaching 
people to know what they do not know; it means teaching them to behave 
as they do not behave” (p. 75). As the destructive diatribe of the research 
paradigm wars continues to descend upon our literacy community, the need 
for “education” as Ruskin describes it seems to be increasingly evident. Of 
all communities of intellect, those of us who love literacy and aspire to pre- 
pare classroom teachers of literacy should evidence refinement and civility 
in our conversations. 

In an April 1996 article in the U . S. News and World Report (Marks) en- 
titled, “The American [un]civil wars: How crude, rude, and obnoxious be- 
havior has replaced good manners and why that hurts our politics and cul- 
ture,” the lack of civility was identified as a national phenomenon that is 
clearly denigrating our ability to effectively communicate and threatening 
our ability to maintain a sense of community. In fact, this recent article as- 
serts a strong connection between incivility and increasing violence in our 
Ninety percent of U.S. citizens polled believe that incivility contrib- 
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utes to the increase of violence in the country and 85% believe incivility di- 
vides the national community. As has recently been observed in the May/ 
June, 1995 Royal Bank Letter of Canada, 

People might think of a civilized community as one in which there is 
a refined culture. Not necessarily; first and foremost it is one in which 
the mass of people subdue their selfish instincts in favor of a common 
good. (p. 2) 

Kamil (1995) points out further that our aiguments about research para- 
digms and methods have been made personal rather than professional. He 
notes that the goal of this controversy has been “winning,” not the discovery 
of knowledge or insight. 

When our intellectual discourse aims divisive and our dialogue becomes 
discourteous, this bespeaks a dim fuaire for a community commonly united 
in a desire to privilege everyone — every individual, regardless of age, gender, 
race, creed, color, religion, etc. — with the dignity and self-esteem that flows 
from equal access to literacy and learning. In short, our debate over research 
paradigms bespeaks anything but civility and productivity. Rather, it speaks 
of crudeness, rudeness, and a total insensitivity to the feelings and rights of 
others. The controversy over research paradigms could be laigely resolved by 
listening, respecting, and privileging diverse voices through cooperative and 
caring conversation. We can, will, and must have vigorous and rigorous dis- 
agreements, but must we be utterly disagreeable in so doing? I hope the 
College Reading Association will never lose the atmosphere of caring colle- 
giality we have all enjoyed prior to this current divisive and ultimately destruc- 
tive debate. There is enough room in CRA for all voices to be heard. 

It is incumbent upon each of us to be intellectually honest about the 
limitations of our own preferred research paradigms and methods with oth- 
ers and ourselves. No one research method is sufficient to answer all research 
questions. We must openly admit the limitations of the research paradigms 
or methods we choose as well as defending their proper application, under- 
standing, and benefits. If we do this, we will continue to experience the 
reasons we come each year to CRA, as they are so well described by Dinah 
Maria Mulock (1976). 

Oh, the comfort, the inexpressible comfort, of feeling safe with a per- 
son, having neither to weigh thoughts, nor measure words — but pour- 
ing them all right out — just as they are — chaff and grain together — 
certain that a faithful hand will take and sift them — keep what is worth 
keeping — and with the breath of kindness blow the rest away. (p. 165) 
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A Continuing Chasm Between the University Literacy 
Researcher and the Classroom Literacy Practitioner 

Now, the second controversial issue — the continuing chasm between 
university literacy researchers and classroom literacy practitioners. Several 
years ago, I was attending the National Reading Conference in New Orleans. 
As I rode the elevator to my room, which was near the top floor of the hotel, 
a family entered the elevator on the second floor. The father looked at my 
name tag which indicated the name of the conference. He inquired, “I see 
you along with many others are here for a reading conference. What do you 
do at a reading conference? Do you read?” Taken a bit by surprise, I replied, 
“Well, yes, but actually this is a group of university researchers interested in 
reading and literacy. We are here to learn about each other’s research stud- 
ies.” He responded quickly to me, “Oh, I see. You guys study how to teach 
people to read and write better, huh?” I replied, “Yes, but that isn’t all. We 
study how teachers feel about themselves as readers, how they feel about 
teaching reading, and how students feel about reading.” He seemed per- 
plexed and even a little put off: “Well, I suppose that’s important, but as a 
parent I would want to know how I can help my children become avid and 
capable readers. They need to learn the skills and dispositions of good read- 
ing. Kids these days can feel good about knowing little or nothing. I’ve read 
about kids who graduate from high school today who can’t tell you where 
Washington, D.C., is on a map. They don’t know famous inventors like Eli 
Whitney. They don’t seem to know much, but they feel good.” 

By his comments, the vocabulary, and the concerns of my elevator ac- 
quaintance, I knew this fellow was no rube. He had a command of the lan- 
guage and of thought that was obviously above average. I felt a bit rebuked 
by his candid observations. He was clearly pointing to a need for research- 
ers and literacy research to be relevant to the needs of real children, teach- 
ers, families, and taxpayers. 

Walter E. Williams (1996), an Associated Press writer for the Washing- 
ton Post, wrote recently: 

American students rank No. 1 in the world in how good they feel about 
their math skills, but a 1992 international study by the Educational 
Testing Service (ETS) showed American students ranking last in math 
achievement (behind Slovenia). Research surveys show self-esteem 
levels at least as high among black students as white students, but a 
majority of either of them are unable to write a persuasive letter, date 
the Civil War, or calculate simple interest, (p. 13A) 



For over a decade I have worked with classroom teachers in workshops, 
seminars, graduate classes, and research meetings. I frequently share with them 
g ed research articles. These classroom pi^tjjioners often groan when 
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they read the titles, questions, and findings of these articles and remark some- 
thing like this: “When are they going to study something real, relevant, and impor- 
tant to us? Why don’t they ask us what the issues are that need to be re- 
searched?” These students are much like our university students, and seem to be 
suggesting that researchers are missing the significant issues associated with real 
students and real teachers, however they are defined in published research. 

Kamil (1995) puts it this way: 

Although literacy researchers merrily engage in sophistry, nothing is 
done to help advance the plight of those for whom we profess to have 
concern. This profession should be about research in how to teach 
children to read. It should be about research in how best to equip 
workers to read informative manuals for their jobs. It should be about 
research in how individual speakers of one language learn to read in 
another ... It should be about making certain that what we do is use- 
ful and applicable to real world contexts, (p. 244) 

I admit Kamil may be slightly overstating his case, but I ask, do his observa- 
tions deserve our careful attention as researchers and teacher educators? 

Ken Zeichner, well known teacher education researcher, writes in a 1995 
article entitled, “Beyond the Divide of Teacher Research and Academic Re- 
search”: 

Despite the fact that many of my colleagues are known throughout 
the world for their research related to issues of equity, social justice, 
and schooling, these teachers [Zeichner’s students] did not feel con- 
nected to this body of scholarship including his own and did not see 
it as offering them much guidance in dealing with their daily struggles 
to educate all students to high academic standards, (p. 159) 

Richard and Joanne Vacca, longtime members of CRA, wrote a commen- 
tary years ago in the Reading Research Quarterly entitled “Two Less Than 
Fortunate Consequences of Reading Research in the 1970s” that may bear 
repeating today. They wrote, “Nevertheless, despite all that was good about 
reading research in the past decade, some of its broad social and political 
consequences may indeed have a deleterious effect on present and future 
inquiry in the field” (1983, pp. 382-383). Two of these consequences are in- 
terrelated and come to mind quickly: 

Consequence #1: The de-valuing of reading instruction research 
Consequence #2: The squeezing out of the reading educator 

Vacca and Vacca continue: 

As reading researchers move squarely into the 1980 J s we hope that 
they do not work apart from one another; that the classroom teacher 
[and other stakeholders] play an integral role with researchers in deter- 
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mining what we should get smart about, that interdisciplinary teams 
continue to inquire into reading and its instructional implication and 
applications. (1983, pp. 382-383) 

We cannot afford to exclude the voices of teachers, parents, and policy 
makers from our research. Failure to demonstrate relevance to these audi- 
ences may at some future time spell the diminution or outright dismantling 
of our literacy research community. Exclusivity in research paradigms, meth- 
ods, or questions will no doubt lead most assuredly to the extinction of our 
community as it did to the dinosaurs of ancient date. 

Consider the following poem concerning the need for relevant scholarship: 
Today a professor in a garden relaxing 
Like Plato of old in the academe shade 
Spoke out in a manner I never had heard him 
And this is one thing that he said: 

Suppose that we state as a tenet of wisdom 
That knowledge is not for delight of the mind, 

Nor an end in itself, but a packet of treasure 
To hold and employ for the good of mankind. 

A torch or a candle is barren of meaning 
Except it give light to men as they climb, 

And thesis and tomes are but impotent jumble 
Unless they are tools in the building of time. 

We scholars toil on with the zeal of a miner 
For nuggets and nuggets and one nugget more, 

But scholars are needed to study the uses 
Of all the great mass of data and lore. 

And tmly our tireless and endless researches 
Need yoking with man’s daily problems and strife, 

For truth and beauty and virtue are 
Confirmed by their uses in practical life. 

[Anonymous] 

As we consider these exemplars of controversy, I express a heartfelt plea 
that we, as CRA members, make a genuine effort to span the chasm between 
interested external stakeholders beyond the boundaries of our current lit- 
eracy community and draw them into our circle of friends as colleagues in a 
caring conversation. 
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G enerally speaking, predicting the future is risky business. Any individual 
foolhardy enough to propose a vision of the unknown runs the risk of 
being revealed as woefully shortsighted or laughably bold. In the field of 
literacy, the perils of prediction in this day and age are especially acute. That 
is, although literacy’s traditional controversies tend to be longstanding, the 
O it of text-related computer technologies could completely revolution- 
lr current thinking about reading and writing. With these risks squarely 
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in mind, I offer one tentative vision of six major future controversial issues in 
literacy, half of which relate directly to technology, while the remainder cen- 
ter on issues of the present that will almost certainly persist. 

The Impact of Technology 

Text-related technologies have realized an unprecedented evolution in 
recent years. This emergence is not at all surprising. Advances in the capabili- 
ties of computer hardware occur so rapidly that newly purchased CPUs and 
peripherals no sooner arrive than they become relegated to yesterday’s news. 
Likewise, new software emeiges at an astounding rate as developers attempt to 
comer still another lucrative piece of the seemingly endless applications market. 

Reading as Writing 

One major outcome of the avalanche of more powerful and sophisticated 
technologies is that the distinction between reading and writing processes will 
become profoundly blurred. In short, electronic texts will serve to make read- 
ing more constructivist in nature by providing readers with numerous presen- 
tation options. Most significantly, the expanded memory capabilities of per- 
sonal computers will allow an even greater range of hypertext links to be 
embedded in otherwise traditional texts. Using hypertext, readers can go 
beyond the linear text material on the page to access additional textual, 
graphic, auditory, animated, or quick time movie information. This non-lin- 
ear “writing” will be accomplished by uniquely accessing the multimedia links 
which define, describe, illustrate, demonstrate, and elaborate upon the mean- 
ing of unknown or interesting words, difficult concepts, and confusing text 
propositions. In effect, readers will literally be able to construct (or write, if 
you will) their own personalized texts in this digital post-typographic era 
(Reinking, 1995). 

The continuing proliferation of computer-assisted interactive fiction will 
contribute further to making reading and writing processes more nearly alike. 
In interactive fiction, readers are given options at key points in a story which 
allow the plot to proceed in several possible directions. Readers can traverse 
a story repeatedly, taking a different pathway of events nearly each time. As 
with hypertext, the reading is non-linear and dynamic so that, in effect, readers 
construct the equivalent of custom texts which conform to their various 
episodic preferences. 

A related, constructivist text-reading opportunity made possible by tech- 
nology is the notion of multiple perspectives (Bolter, 1991). These texts can 
be read from the respective viewpoints of different characters in the story. 
Readers may elect to read a narrative told exclusively by one character through 
Q ntire text, or they could choose to switch among the full range of vary- 
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ing characters’ perspectives that have been provided by the author. Imagine, 
for instance, being able to experience scenes through the sensory, percep- 
tual, cognitive, and emotional lenses of any major character. Obviously, the 
original writing of such a text would be enormously time consuming; how- 
ever, I suspect that, in the future, authors will invite readers to construct novel 
character perspectives that could become part of a virtual living text. 

One final way that reading and writing processes are becoming ever 
more similar is through the use of multimedia courseware. This powerful 
combination of visual, auditory, kinetic, and mixed modes of delivery de- 
mands a deeply thoughtful presentation of concepts in which authors antici- 
pate the whole spectrum of necessary textual aids that diverse readers will 
require, expect, or desire. Multimedia texts represent an extremely formal 
approach to delivery that should clearly abide by the principles of effective 
instructional design. As such, multimedia authors must configure their soft- 
ware with the greatest care and effort. 

For that matter, the branching capabilities made possible by the other 
technologies discussed thus far (hypertext, interactive fiction, and multiple 
perspectives) also make extensive demands on the author. Trying to antici- 
pate the possible preferences for plot options and character perspectives, not 
to mention the specialized learning needs of a universe of readers, represents 
a daunting task for writers, even with very user-friendly development software. 

Another intriguing issue related to the technologies discussed thus far 
revolves around how reading comprehension can be validly assessed. On 
one hand, tracking the routes of readers through these malleable texts will 
be relatively easy for the computer. Still, one wonders how the tensions 
between reading efficiency, depth of understanding, and reading apprecia- 
tion will ultimately be reconciled. 

These technologically-delivered texts truly stretch the limits of 
constructivist learning and, as such, present reading educators and research- 
ers with a wealth of altogether new possibilities and challenges. Some au- 
thorities have gone so far as to suggest that die interactive capability of elec- 
tronic texts signals the eventual demise of books as die primary written com- 
munication medium (Reinking, 1995). 

The Diminishing Importance of Reading? 

A second major controversial literacy issue of the future is that reading 
could become less of a priority . On the surface, this assertion would seem to 
run counter to repeated warnings about die increased literacy demands of 
an advanced technological society. Surely, die demands will be different. 
Locating and managing information (using electronic dictionaries, encyclo- 
pedias, the World Wide Web, databases, spreadsheets) and an ability to de- 
procedural texts that facilitate die use of the technologies will almost 
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surely gain in importance and promote greater amounts of specialized read- 
ing. However, the demands need not necessarily overwhelm the reader. 
Although hardware configuration remains a mystery to most of us, many 
software applications are sufficiently user friendly that reading the documen- 
tation becomes an option rather than a necessity. This increased ease is made 
possible largely by the ascendancy of non-verbal elements (e.g., icons, draw- 
ings, photos, animation) in cutting edge microcomputer software. 

Advanced technologies might also have the dual effects of (1) making 
the reading process less challenging and/or (2) subverting reading in favor 
of visual literacy. With regard to reducing the challenges of reading, tech- 
nologies such as reading machines and voice recognition-activated word 
processors have already exerted an impact on the importance of reading. For 
example, the Kurzweil Reading Machine, originally developed for use with 
blind individuals, can accurately pronounce the overwhelming majority of 
words that appear on nearly any page of English text (Rickelman & Henk, 
1990). Put another way, the Xerox-like machine or its hand-held equivalent 
can convert practically any text from a reading to a listening exercise, even 
for sighted users. Given the popularity of books on tape with commuters, 
one wonders how the potential general availability of reading machine tech- 
nology might affect the priority status reading currently enjoys. 

The voice-activated word processors could also devalue the reading 
process, but in a different way. Using this software, writers will tend to focus 
on the auditory component of the message rather than its visual characteris- 
tics because the latter will be provided for them automatically. Admittedly, if 
the writer must reread the text for the purposes of revision, the re-inspection 
demands would promote literacy acquisition. However, the newer software 
will have a “reverse” capability, like the reading machine, to read the text 
back to the author orally. The point here is that the reading growth that would 
naturally occur as individuals, especially children, engage in conventional 
writing activities might be circumvented almost altogether if they opt to use 
voice recognition word processing technology. In short, both the reading 
machine and the voice-recognition writing programs beg the question, “Will 
children engage in the act of reading if it can just as easily be avoided?” 

Two other threats to the significance of reading stem from society’s in- 
creasing fascination with visual literacy and the emergence of virtual reality 
technologies. Each day it seems that we are bombarded with increasingly 
seductive visual messages through the media which, in turn, may render print 
contexts boring, particularly in the eyes of our youth. Television broadcast- 
ing, including high tech advertising and music videos, is ever-present; movie 
theaters sell out with the release of each new blockbuster; and video games 
snd movie rentals have become a pervasive leisure option in our society, 
p I p lively, great effort is devoted to shaping viewing contexts that gamer 
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and maintain the public’s attention because the potential commercial rewards 
are staggering. In turn, this new visual literacy possesses the potential to 
undermine the appreciation of literature in the minds of our most impres- 
sionable factions of society. 

Virtual reality, although in its infancy, could become another major com- 
petitor for the relatively high status that reading has held over the years. At 
present, virtual reality creates the impression in users of being immersed in 
a fairly authentic, albeit imaginary, context. Through the use of various viewing 
and kinetic devices that are networked interactively with an executive con- 
trol computer, this technology permits users to experience a powerful set of 
sensations and perceptions in response to their actions in the virtual world. 
These simulations have the potential to compete with and ultimately surpass 
the vicarious experiences readers enjoy when engaged with even the most 
riveting of texts. This multifaceted technology will ultimately allow users to 
experience simulations of reality across the entire sensory spectrum. Taken 
to its extreme, virtual reality augmented by the holographic technologies of 
the future (similar to those portrayed on the Holodeck of Star Trek's Starship 
Enterprise) will permit “readers” to forego the written word altogether. Vir- 
tual reality “readers” could experience text worlds so directly and completely 
that they will move from the role of interested lexical bystanders to that of 
nearly full participants. 

Technology and Ethical Dilemmas 

A third set of future controversial issues derives from the notion that 
technology could create additional ethical problems in literacy. The majority 
of my concerns here focus on the capacity of technology to manage infor- 
mation in an unjust manner. Technologies such as e-mail will invariably 
become susceptible to tampering and violations of confidentiality. Electronic 
messages can be altered or attributed in a fraudulent but convincing man- 
ner, and the consequences for the victim could be severe. There is also a 
distinct possibility that technology will encourage and facilitate plagiarism 
and other forms of academic dishonesty I fear that the now infamous web 
site “School Sucks” which provides users with already written term papers is 
just the tip of the iceberg. It’s true that the papers at that site are substandard, 
but I doubt such resources will always be low in quality. Moreover, I pre- 
sume that competitors for this ignoble trade will proliferate once services are 
made to be more profitable and essentially untraceable. To make matters 
worse, the integrity of copyrights and the concept of ownership of ideas are 
clearly in jeopardy in a dynamic electronic literacy environment. 

Perhaps the most dangerous dimension of technology’s impact on lit- 
eracy is privileged access . Our society is decidedly culpable for already hav- 
eated a literacy chasm between dominant and subordinate social and 
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economic classes, races, and culaires. Unfortunately, technology may serve 
to exacerbate the situation. Here the potential for another kind of Matthew 
Effect is ripe; that is, those rich in literacy stand to get richer by virtue of 
technology access, while those poor in literacy will be left even further be- 
hind. It is imperative, therefore, that every conceivable effort be made to 
ensure equal access to technology for all citizens. Anything less is uncon- 
scionable, albeit likely. 



Chronic Literacy Controversies 

In speculating about future controversial literacy issues, one experiences 
a curious irony. On one hand, the probability that technology will exert an 
extraordinary impact stands in sharp contrast to the equally distinct possibil- 
ity that many of today’s most divisive literacy issues will continue to be de- 
bated indefinitely. This latter prospect looms large because the history of 
education as a discipline has been marked by a remarkable resistance to 
true change; unfortunately, its concomitant controversies tend to be equally 
resilient. 



Innovative Instructional Literacy Practices Under Siege 

The formidable resistance to holistic forms of literacy instruction lead 
me to believe that political pressures for instructional conservatism will per- 
sist, In particular, whole language has been, and will continue to be, under 
relentless attack from the conservative right. To some extent, the opposition 
seems warranted. Numerous educational communities bought into whole 
language without a solid understanding either of its tenets or its eventual 
implementation obstacles (Walmsley & Adams, 1993). Even in the absence 
of an agreed-upon operational definition of whole language (Beigeron, 1990), 
many educators accepted the philosophy on the basis of intuition rather than 
on scientific evidence. From a pragmatic standpoint, most would-be whole 
language school districts hastily mandated implementation without provid- 
ing the types of professional development opportunities that teachers needed 
to be successful. It is not surprising, then, that the reviews on whole lan- 
guage are mixed (Stahl, McKenna, & Pagnucco, 1994), causing many avid 
supporters to consider the more moderate literacy instruction associated with 
transitional, balanced, literature-based, or eclectic approaches (McIntyre & 
Pressley, 1996; Routman, 1996). 

Despite these criticisms, there are a host of extremely commendable 
features of holistic literacy instruction that warrant continuance (e.g., authentic 
texts, relevant tasks, self-evaluation, cooperative learning, thematic curricula). 
Unfortunately, these elements may fall prey to a general political siege on 
O e language that has been masterfully orchestrated by its right-wing 
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opponents. The most radical adversaries (Blumenfeld, 1996) suggest that 
society will be thrown into utter chaos if progressive whole language advo- 
cates (i.e., elitist reading professors) have their way. In effect, they charge 
that whole language endeavors to impose a socialistic agenda on the coun- 
try by purposely limiting the literacy acquisition of children. The reasoning 
follows that these illiterate children will be far more susceptible to the pa- 
gan, Marxist political agendas of the left. While this logic is so absurd as to 
be laughable on one hand, it is downright offensive to the countless educa- 
tors who have committed their very lives to the betterment of children. To 
suggest that teaching professionals at any level would intentionally prevent 
children from realizing their full intellectual potential is patently outrageous. 
Sadly, the propagandistic properties of the attack on holistic literacy instruc- 
tion are sufficiently well disguised that an uninformed lay public might just 
embrace this rhetorical drivel. 

The Assessment Debate Wages On 

A second chronic literacy controversy for the future is that the debate 
over the use of standardized tests versus authentic assessments ivill almost 
certainly endure . For years, advocates of more innovative types of literacy 
instruction have claimed that standardized measures are wrong minded 
(Valencia, Hiebert, & Afflerbach, 1994). These authors suggest that the norm- 
referenced approach simply fails to resonate with the progressive nature of 
the instruction and therefore cannot hope to assess its impact. Moreover, they 
argue that standardized assessments provide little useful instructional infor- 
mation, lack a sensitivity to small yet important changes in performance, and 
ultimately mislead parents, teachers, and administrators alike (Goodman, 
Goodman, & Hood, 1989)- Traditionalists, on the other hand, tend to dis- 
miss the value of authentic assessment on the grounds that it is unscientific 
(i.e., subjective and soft). They contend that global indicators of reading and 
writing achievement in the form of standardized tests are absolutely neces- 
sary for determining how children, their teachers, and their schools are per- 
forming. In this sense, they claim that, in the absence of norms, there is no 
reliable way to evaluate the general effectiveness of literacy instruction on 
an inclusive basis. To their way of thinking, all of the school's constituencies 
(parents, school boards, communities, legislators) deserve the quality con- 
trol that standardized testing allows. 

Regrettably, little hope for timely compromises appears to exist. The 
competing philosophies that undergird this assessment conflict are held with 
the firmest of resolves by their respective camps. Holistic educators resent 
having their orientations being held to an inappropriate benchmark of ac- 
countability, and they rail loudly about nearly any type of normative assess- 
They believe that comparisons between groups of children do noth- 
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ing to advance the literacy attainment of an individual child. Conversely, the 
more conservative educational element maintains that school districts must 
be held up to a set of verifiable standards, and that it is their duty to share 
the results with their constituencies. Their belief is that accountability will be 
a strong incentive for school systems to perform at the highest levels, and in 
turn, children will be the beneficiaries of the increased public vigilance. 

In my opinion, education as a whole would be better served if we viewed 
both authentic and standardized assessments in their proper perspectives. 
Let’s face facts. There will always be a need for schools to demonstrate their 
competency to the societies they serve. The key here is that this evidence 
can take disparate forms. Personally, I adhere to the philosophy that stan- 
dardized tests represent merely one indicator of a child’s literacy achieve- 
ment. These normative results should be viewed in conceit with the mul- 
tiple measures that emerge naturally from the literacy instruction itself. This 
approach, while hardly original, strikes me as being concomitantly reason- 
able, realistic, and responsible. Yet, resistance to this kind of compromise is 
formidable in some literacy circles, which leads me to believe that the con- 
troversy will probably endure for years to come. 

I am hopeful, though, that new assessment instruments can be devel- 
oped which might appease both camps in the future. These instruments would 
revolve around literacy tasks that are essentially authentic, yet allow for the 
constaiction of norms. Some noteworthy headway has been made in this 
regard. In particular, newer commercial reading inventories like the Quali- 
tative Reading Inventory-11 (Leslie & Caldwell, 1995) and the Basic Reading 
Inventory (Johns, 1996) emphasize versatile usage and include more authentic 
texts, retelling rubrics, think aloud provisions, and prior knowledge and strat- 
egy assessments, while offering some degree of comparative possibilities. 

In addition, some affective dimensions of literacy like reading attitude 
and literacy self-perceptions, which are important considerations in holistic 
instruction, have been shown to be amenable to standardized assessment. 
In particular, instruments like the Elementary Reading Attitude Survey 
(McKenna & Kear, 1990), the Reader Self-Perception ScaleQAe.dk & Melnick, 
1995), and the Writer Self-Perception Scale (Henk, Bottomley, & Melnick, 1996) 
have shown promise in the affective domain. Perhaps over time, these in- 
struments and others yet to come can help to bridge the current enormous 
assessment void. 



The Persistence of the Paradigm Wars 

A final literacy controversy of the future is that the unfortunate para- 
digm wars in literacy research of the present are unlikely to abate any time 
soon. As others have noted (Kamil, 1995), the rift between experimental and 
lographic researchers runs very deep and seems to be growing ever larger. 
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This philosophical polarization over what represents truth in research has 
festered for a number of years, but has proliferated of late (see Edelsky, 1990; 
Grundin, 1994; McKenna, Robinson, & Miller, 1990a, 1990b; Stanovich, 1993; 
Taylor, 1994; West, Stanovich, & Mitchell, 1993) despite calls for a cessation 
of hostilities (Stanovich, 1990). And as Ray Reutzel argues so eloquently (this 
volume), the accompanying discord threatens the integrity of the field as a 
whole. Sadly, the struggles go well beyond mere disagreement. The dialogues 
between quantitative and qualitative researchers often degenerate into dis- 
respectful, personal attacks that intentionally or otherwise belittle the belief 
systems of other literacy professionals. Such combative language has been 
termed by some as a “discourse of derision. ” Frankly, the purpose of these 
mean-spirited missives eludes me. 

Besides a general preference for civility, why should we be bothered by 
this research chasm? Among other things, I don’t believe that literacy educa- 
tors can afford to air their dirty laundry publicly. Education is under fire 
generally. Providing our critics with additional ammunition diminishes us all 
and reduces our chances of acquiring and maintaining necessary resources. 
Moreover, the profession has reached the point where the individuals we 
prepare in higher education don’t know what to believe any more. In some 
contexts, I am fearful that the pressure to be indoctrinated into one perspec- 
tive or the other will prevent both preservice and inservice teachers from 
taking a broader, more inclusive view of literacy research and pedagogy. 

In large measure, my fear of indoctrination stems from the fact that lit- 
eracy represents a truly multifaceted construct. Viewed in this way, it seems 
extremely peculiar to me that any single research perspective could be viewed 
as ultimately and exclusively valid. I believe that literacy researchers would 
do well to examine phenomena using as many different appropriate lenses 
of inquiry as possible, to aggregate and synthesize the data, and to draw 
maximally informed interpretations. In my opinion, the usefulness of many 
quantitative studies would be enhanced if subsequent qualitative inquiry was 
done with outlier subjects. Likewise, numerous qualitative studies lend them- 
selves to quantitative follow-ups that would yield a more complete picture 
of the phenomena under study and lend credence to proposed category 
trends. Surely a middle ground exists in which quantitative and qualitative 
research paradigms can share a complementary coexistence. At the same 
time, as Kamil (1993) points out, this middle ground needs to extend well 
beyond mere detente. The warring factions cannot simply go about their 
business, co-existing by essentially ignoring each other or adhering to the 
concept of incommensurability. All parties must participate actively in the 
debate or we will not move forward as a field. However, I share Kamil’s 
belief that by failing to enter into a productive, courteous dialogue, researchers 
short of remedying the plight of those^wj^om we profess to serve. 

OO 
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A Final Word 

Only time will tell if any of the predictions made in this paper will ring 
taie. Perhaps technology will fail to exert as dramatic an impact on literacy 
as proposed here. By the same token, innovative literacy instaiction might 
withstand the intense political pressure it labors under; authentic and stan- 
dardized assessment indicators could be utilized in a complementary fash- 
ion; and the factions favoring disparate research paradigms could seek a 
mutually beneficial collaboration. At the risk of being naive, I believe literacy 
educators and researchers can resolve their differences with good faith dia- 
logues within a climate of respectfulness. I also feel that we have the exper- 
tise and wherewithal to harness the power of technology for the common 
good. At any rate, literacy professionals need to anticipate several possible 
futures to prepare for the numerous challenges and opportunities that lie 
ahead. The very quality of our children’s lives hangs in the balance. 
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Abstract 

Providing access to a rich variety of reading materials is an important 
step for motivating students to read recreationally, but it doesn’t ensure that 
students possess selection strategies . This study, conducted in two states, fo- 
cused on how intermediate students make choices for pleasure reading. 
Quantitative and qualitative analyses of data provide a profile of intermedi- 
ate students’ book selection behaviors, the teacher’s role in the process, and 
possible classroom implications. 



I f students are to become life-long readers, it is critical that they learn strat- 
egies to successfully self-select appropriate books for recreational read- 
ing. Although much recent attention has been devoted to the teaching of a 
strategies-oriented approach to reading instruction (Tierney, Readence & 
Dishner, 1995), there is a dearth of information on strategies that students 
use to select books for voluntary reading (Hiebert, Mervar, & Person, 1990). 
Teachers need to be aware of the strategies students actively employ during 
the process in order to promote a lifetime love of books and reading. 

Many individuals read for pleasure, but a large number do not. What 
factors determine whether a child will become a recreational reader? Is it 
possible that non-recreational readers simply have never learned how to find 
"'O ^riate and enjoyable books? What actually separates recreational read- 
non-recreational readers? Readability may have little to do with 
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the choice to read for pleasure or not. Gambrell (1995) found that motiva- 
tion to read is not dependent upon proficiency, but rather upon other fac- 
tors including access to plenty of books, opportunities to share and discuss 
readings with peers, and the freedom and encouragement to self-select books 
for recreational reading. Morrow and Weinstein (1986) found that even poor 
readers can be drawn into the love of reading by providing a supportive 
literacy environment. Given these findings it is important to investigate how 
students actually select books for recreational reading in order to be certain 
that the process is a positive one that will enable them to find that “perfect” 
book time and time again. 

When students select books for leisure reading, what do they commonly 
consider important? Past studies (Au, Kunitake, & Blake, 1992; Hoffman, Roser, 
& Battle, 1993) have found that students generally rely on surface structure 
features (cover, thickness of book, number of pages, illustrations) in select- 
ing books for recreational reading. In addition, Au et al. found that students 
typically do not have a broad repertoire of strategies from which to draw 
when choosing books. By studying the behaviors of students as they make 
book choices for pleasure reading, perhaps educators can learn more about 
what makes them successful or what appears problematic for finding the 
“right” book. The current study investigates the strategies used by different 
levels of readers when making recreational book selection choices. 

Method 

Subjects 

This study included 32 children in grades five and six in two elementary 
schools, one in Oklahoma and the other in Texas (see Table 1). Both schools 
were in rural communities. All classes were heterogeneously grouped and 
involved students from families of varying socioeconomic levels. Students 
selected for the study were those whose parents granted consent for their 
participation. Students were identified by their teachers as highly proficient 



Table 1. Characteristics of the Subjects Included in the Study 

Gender Ability Level Grade 

M F High Medium Low 5th 6th 

State MF MFMFMF MF 

Texas 9 12 47 23 32 65 37 

Oklahoma 47 13 21 13 47 00 

i Is 13 19 5 10 4 4 4 5 10 12 3 7 
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readers, average readers, or below average readers. For the purpose of this 
study reading proficiency was defined as low, average, and high based on 
teacher judgment as reflected by students’ reading grades, class performance, 
and comparisons with peers. Grade level, gender, and reading proficiency 
were the three variables used for analysis. 

Procedures 

Students were interviewed individually by the researchers concerning 
their book selection habits (see Appendix ). During the interviews students 
were asked to assign degrees of importance to various aspects of book se- 
lection for recreational reading ranging from 1 (very important) to 4 (not at 
all important). In addition to the interviews students were asked to keep logs 
of the titles of the books selected and read. Researchers, acting as partici- 
pant observers, also shadowed student participants twice during their library 
periods to glean information concerning book selection behaviors. Qualita- 
tive analysis of data using the constant comparative method (Strauss & Corbin, 
1990) was employed to analyze the findings from the triangulated data. 

Findings 

Findings indicated that several specific points related to surface features, 
recommendation and location sources, and authors and genres were deemed 
as “very important” or “somewhat important.” Upon close examination of 
the data, there appeared to be little difference between the criteria valued 
for book selections by students from each state. The more interesting differ- 
ences were instead found between gender, ability level, and grade level of 
the students involved. 

Surface Features 

Consistent with prior findings (Au et al., 1992), data from this study re- 
vealed that students relied heavily on the surface features of books. Features 
which children viewed as very important or somewhat important included 
book covers, length, illustrations, and descriptions. 

Students of all abilities frequently used the cover of the book to gain 
information about a book. When considering gender, ability level, and grade, 
the cover was viewed as more important by the girls, the low proficiency 
students, and the fifth graders (see Table 2). Some students explained that 
interesting-looking covers attract their attention and are frequently a good 
indicator of what the story or book may be about, or at least give the reader 
a glimpse of something they can expect to find in the book. Perhaps one 
reason for some recreational readers’ non-reliance on the cover of the book 
~ Q - immed up during a student interview when one male student replied, 
10 m says not to judge a book by its cov^”Q 
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Table 2. Surface Feature Criteria Students Use for Choosing Books 

Gender Ability Level Grade 



Criteria 


M 


F 


High 
M F 


Medium 
M F 


Low 
M F 


5th 

M F 


6th 

M F 


Length 


54 


32 


40 


20 


75 


50 


75 


40 


70 


33 


33 


29 


Illustrations 


54 


48 


20 


40 


75 


50 


75 


60 


70 


42 


00 


57 


Type Size 


33 


16 


40 


10 


25 


25 


25 


20 


20 


17 


67 


14 


Cover 


47 


69 


20 


50 


50 


75 


75 


100 


60 


75 


00 


57 


Description 


54 


95 


60 


90 


50 100 


50 100 


60 100 


33 


86 


Difficulty 


8 


11 


00 


10 


00 


25 


25 


00 


10 


08 


00 


14 



Note: The values represent mean percentages of students in each category indicat- 
ing these criteria as being very important or somewhat important. 



Length of a book was more a matter of importance for boys than girls, 
for average and low proficiency students than high proficiency students, and 
for fifth rather than sixth grade students. It is possible that maturity may be 
a contributing factor (see Table 2). It was also found through student inter- 
views that some of the high proficiency students considered the length ques- 
tion somewhat differently. For some of these students, length was deemed 
important not for finding a book short enough, but rather for finding a book 
long enough to last the weekend. 

About half of all students considered illustrations important, but that 
number rose to over 65 percent for the responses of low to average profi- 
ciency saidents. 

Book descriptions found on the jackets or inside die books were deemed 
very important or somewhat important by 78 percent of all saidents and 90 
percent of the girls. Factors considered of negligible importance by all groups 
included television recommendations, type size, and difficulty of material. 



Recommendation and Location Sources 

Of the students studied, most reported that the school and public librar- 
ies were eidier very important or somewhat important locations they used 
for selecting a book to read for fun (see Table 3). Saidents seemed to use the 
school libraries much more than any other location, widi 82 percent of all 
students identifying them as important places for choosing recreational reading 
material. Fewer low proficiency than average or high proficiency students 
d their books in public libraries. The low proficiency students appeared 
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instead to prefer classroom, home, or school libraries for making their selec- 
tions. The sixth graders indicated a preference for public libraries more than 
the fifth graders. In addition, girls considered home libraries, book stores, 
and classroom libraries as important locations much more than boys. 

Interviews and observations conducted for this study indicated that so- 
cial interactions and recommendations were a valued source of book selec- 
tion (see Table 3). However, the value assigned the recommendation de- 
pended on the source of that recommendation. Ratings of “very important” 
and “somewhat important” were given less frequently to recommendations 
from mothers and fathers than to those from teachers, peers, and other fam- 
ily members. High proficiency readers seemed to rely much more heavily on 
recommendations from peers than did the low or medium proficiency read- 
ers. Interestingly, low proficiency readers rated recommendations from their 
teachers considerably higher than did medium or high proficiency readers. 

One unexpected finding of the current study was that 82 percent of the 
students in the Oklahoma school said they relied on the recommendations 



Table 3- Recommendation and Location Sources Students 
Use for Choosing Books 



Criteria 


Gender 






Ability Level 








Grade 




M 


F 


High 
M F 


Medium 
M F 


Low 
M F 


5th 

M F 


6th 

M F 


School Lib. 


75 


85 


80 


90 


75 


75 


75 


80 


80 


92 


67 


71 


Public Lib. 


67 


50 


60 


60 


75 


50 


50 


40 


60 


42 


67 


71 


Book Clubs 


47 


32 


40 


20 


50 


00 


75 


60 


60 


42 


33 


00 


Classroom 


54 


74 


60 


50 


25 


75 


50 


100 


40 


75 


67 


57 


Home 


31 


74 


20 


80 


50 


75 


75 


80 


50 


75 


33 


86 


Book Stores 


31 


74 


20 


80 


75 


100 


00 


40 


40 


67 


00 


86 


Mother • 


24 


43 


00 


70 


25 


25 


50 


00 


30 


42 


00 


86 


Father 


16 


37 


00 


50 


50 


50 


00 


00 


20 


17 


00 


71 


Other Family 47 


74 


40 


80 


50 


100 


50 


40 


50 


75 


33 


71 


Teacher 


62 


69 


60 


60 


50 


50 


75 


100 


60 


83 


67 


43 


Friends 


62 


58 


80 


80 


50 


25 


50 


20 


60 


58 


67 


57 


Librarian 


24 


48 


20 


30 


50 


75 


25 


60 


40 


58 


00 


29 



The values represent percentages of students in each category indicating these 
) I ( a as being very important or somewhat important 
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of the school librarian, while only 19 percent of the students in the Texas 
school listed the school librarian as being an important source of recommen- 
dations. One possible explanation for this might be the fact that the Texas 
school library was staffed by an aide rather than a state-certified librarian. 



Authors and Genres 

Authors and genres were most notably recognized as criteria for book 
selection among high proficiency readers (see Table 4). Eighty percent of 
the high proficiency students considered genres as either very or somewhat 
important when selecting books, as compared to only 23 percent from the 
low proficiency group. Additionally, 74 percent of the high proficiency group 
deemed looking for books by a particular author in the top two levels of 
importance. Only 34 percent of the low proficiency students reported that a 
favorite author had such an impact on book selection strategies. 

Of the favorite authors discussed by the students, Laura Ingalls Wilder, 
R.L. Stein, C.S. Lewis, Madeline L’Engle, Bill Wallace, Carolyn Keene, and 
Betsy Byers were the most frequently cited. Favorite series of books included 
Baby-Sitters’ Club, Little House, Goosebumps, American Girl, Nancy Drew, 
and Sweet Valley Twins. 

Topping the list of favorite genres were fantasy and fiction. Also popu- 
lar among fifth and sixth graders were historical event books, science fic- 
tion, mysteries, and adventure selections. Topics of interest varied with gen- 
der. Girls were interested in animal books, especially horse stories. Boys were 
interested in sports, dinosaurs, animals, and various other content areas ranging 
from Ancient Egypt to weather. 

In sum, as prior studies have indicated (Au et al., 1992, Hoffman, et al., 
1993), data from this study revealed that students tended to rely heavily on 
the surface features of books. Recommendations and locations of book sources 
were quite influential in their decision making. Students in general often 
depended on social interactions with friends and family and ease of accessi- 



Table 4. Authors and Genres as Criteria for Choosing Books 





Gender 




Ability Level 








Grade 






M 


F 


High 


Medium 


Low 


5th 


6th 


Criteria 






M F 


M F 


M 


F 


M 


F 


M 


F 


Authors 


47 


68 


60 80 


25 75 


50 


20 


50 


50 


33 


86 


Genres 


54 


53 


100 70 


50 75 


25 


20 


50 


42 


100 


86 



'Q The values represent percentages of students in each category indicating 
criteria as being very implant or somewhat important . 
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bility when making book selections. Finally, authors and genres played a 
key role in sixth grade students’ book choices. 

Limitations 

This study is a pilot and a part of a larger, national study. It therefore 
involved a limited number of students, which precludes generalizing the find- 
ings beyond the scope of this study. Another limitation is the fact that two 
times more fifth graders were studied than sixth graders and none of the 
sixth graders were identified as being low proficiency readers. Thus, the pool 
of information on sixth graders is small. Although content validity of the survey 
instrument has been established (Rasinski, Mohr, Linek, Marcy, & Peterson, 
1994), the survey continues to undergo refinement. Finally, the survey ques- 
tions concerning recommendations of parents do not distinguish between 
parents who have and parents who have not made recommendations. 



Discussion and Conclusions 

Students seem to recognize that surface features of books can be an 
important tool in the book selection process. However, such selection strat- 
egies alone are not sufficient for successful decision making. Students need 
to understand how and why such features can be used in tandem with other 
strategies to enhance the likelihood of appropriate selection. Students may 
make more satisfying and encouraging choices if they can be shown how to 
critically examine covers; read book jackets, tables of contents, first pages 
and author information; and frame questions concerning books relevant to 
their particular interests and needs. In addition, if they can learn to use sev- 
eral of these in combination instead of just one or two, the probability for 
making successful choices may be much greater. 

In some ways, children are no different than many adults when select- 
ing books to read for leisure. Frequently, adult readers like to discuss books 
and share recommendations with family and friends. Findings from the cur- 
rent study indicated that children often rely on the advice of friends and family 
members for suggestions for finding the right book to read. Morrow (1987) 
pointed out in her study that children prefer and need time for interaction with 
their peers concerning books because peer influences serve as strong moti- 
vators to read particular books. Students need opportunities and time to read 
and share what they have read with others “just-for-the-fun-of-it” during the 
school day so that they may realize the value of such experiences and learn 
from one another. 

What made the difference in the two schools regarding the role of the 
O >1 librarian? This is an area which needs further study. School librarians, 
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media specialists, and library aides may vary in their levels of expertise and 
credentials. Some schools employ only certified, degreed librarians, whereas 
others may have library aides or noncertified, nondegreed staff filling library 
positions. Some librarians perceive their role as that of one who provides 
lessons on library and media utilization, story hour experiences, and guid- 
ance in locating needed information and references. Others assume a more 
managerial and custodial role. Investigating ways in which library personnel 
influence student recreational reading choices may provide further insight. 

Fostering a love of reading and building recreational reading habits should 
not be taken for granted, or reserved or expected only of “good” readers. 
The practice of reading itself enhances and develops the performance and 
skill of the reader. If students of all abilities can develop and utilize tools and 
strategies for making recreational reading selections, the possibilities for 
positive reading experiences improve and everyone gains. 
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Appendix: How Students Choose Their Books 

Interviewer Name 

Student’s First Name 

Grade Level (limit to 4th grade or above) 

School 

Description of School: Low SES Middle SES High SES 

Urban Suburban Rural 

Reading Level: H M L Gender: M F 

Ask students the following questions. Transcribe their responses as accurately as pos- 
sible. 

1 . Think about when you go to the library to choose a book to read for fun (not as 
a school assignment). How do you go about choosing your book? How do you 
decide what you will choose to read? What steps do you go through to find a 
book to read? 



Have the student rate the relative importance of each in helping him or her choose 
books to read recreationally. (Say: How important is this in helping you choose books 
to read recreationally or for fun?) Use this scale for importance: l=Very important; 
2=Somewhat important; 3=Slightly important; 4=Not at all important. 

Importance 

2. (a) My mother recommends books to me. 

(b) My father recommends books to me. 

3. Other family members recommend books to me. 

Who? 

4. My teacher recommends books to me. 

3- My friends recommend books to me. 

6. (a) The school librarian recommends books to me, 

(b) The public library librarian recommends books to me. 

7. I look at how long or short the book is. 

8. I try books that are recommended on TV programs, 

Name the TV program(s) 

Are you able to find the recommended books? 

9. I look for books that have interesting pictures and illustrations. 

10. I look for books that have large letters or type. 

11. I look at the cover of the book. 

(Probe for what is important about the cover.) 

12. I read the description of the book on the inside or back cover. 

13. I look for books by a particular author. 

(If important, ask student to name some favorite authors.) 

Who are your favorite authors? 

o 
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14. I look for a particular type of book such as science fiction, 
historical, fantasy, etc. 

Which type do you prefer? 

15. I look for books on particular topics of interest to me. 

(If important, ask student to name some topics of interest.) 

What topics do you prefer? 

16. I check the card catalog to find books of interest to me. 

(Probe for how the catalog is used. Probe for knowledge: 

“Do you know how to use catalog?’) 

17. I look for books that have won awards such as the 
Caldecott or Newbery. 

18. I look for books that are easy to read. 

(Ask “What makes a book easy for you?’) 

19- I look for books in a series. 

(ex. American Girl, Baby-Sitter’s Club, Goosebumps) 

20. What else do you use to help you pick out books that 
you would like to read? 

21. Where do you normally find your books to read for fun? 

school library classroom book collection 

public library home library/collection 

book clubs book stores 

(Troll, Scholastic) 

22. When you find a book you like, do you tell anyone about it? 
Who (parent, teacher, friend)? 

23. How often do you go to the public library? 

24. How often do you go to the school library? 

25. How often do you get books as gifts? 

Who gives them to you? 

Do you read them? 

26. How often do you get books from school book clubs 
such as Troll or Scholastic? 

What types of books have you ordered? 

27. How many books do you normally read in a week? 

28. About how many books have you read in the last year? 

29- How does your teacher help you choose books? 

30. How does the librarian help you choose books? 

31 Describe the kinds of books you don’t like to read. 



o 
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The Role of Textbooks and Reading 
in Content Area Classrooms: 
What Are Teachers and 
Students Saying? 



Abstract 

This study explores the role of reading in 36 content area classrooms. 
Teachers ’ uses of textbooks , and both teacher and student perceptions of con- 
tent reading are examined. Data include observations and teacher and stu- 
dent interviews. 



Hands-on science. Manipulative mathematics. Books on tape. All of the 
aforementioned “improvements” in teaching methodology may be leading 
to criticisms of text-based instruction as a second-rate approach to other in- 
structional approaches such as hands-on, discovery, or other more direct 
encounters with content (Schallert & Roser, 1989). The textbook and read- 
ing in content area classrooms could become extinct, in favor of more picto- 
rial, aural, and verbal presentations of content material. With the advance- 
ments in technology, as well as changing beliefs about how best to teach 
content in the middle and secondary schools, it may be time to awaken William 
S. Gray’s cry that every teacher should be a teacher of reading. 

Researchers in the past decade (Alvermann, 1982,1983; Alvermann, Dillon, 
O’Brien & Smith, 1985; Alvermann, O’Brien & Dillon, 1990; Davey, 1988 ; 
Gillespie & Rasinski, 1989; Hinchman, 1987; Memory, 1983; O’Brien & Stewart, 
1990; Schallert & Roser, 1989; Smith & Feathers, 1983a, 1983b; Stewart & 
O’Brien, 1989; Sturtevant, 1995) have sought to evaluate the role that text- 
books and reading play in content area classrooms. Many of these authors 
concluded that: (1) textbook assignments which require students to read and 
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ing assignment the context for the rest of the lesson rather than vice versa; 
(2) because some texts are inconsiderate, teachers may choose to work around 
the subject area textbook rather than to work with it; (3) students may de- 
pend upon the teacher’s lecture, not the text, as their primary source of in- 
formation; (4) teachers, like students, may tend to minimize the text’s role as 
a primary source of information, thereby making the text seem an unimpor- 
tant and unnecessary part of subject area learning; and (5) text-based instruc- 
tion may be perceived as a second-rate approach to teaching content. 

Stewart and O’Brien (1989) speculated that content reading instruction 
has not been universally embraced by secondary preservice and practicing 
teachers even though they have completed coursework which focused on 
content reading. Additionally, they suggested that preservice teachers still 
harbor many misconceptions about content area reading instruction: teach- 
ers reported feelings of inadequacy or lack confidence in their effectiveness 
to incorporate reading instruction into their content lessons; they doubted 
whether reading instruction should fall within their domain; and some teachers 
still believed there was no need for content reading coursework. 

Moje (1993, p.3) claimed that previous research has concentrated on as- 
sessing teachers’ practice in relation to their beliefs. She adds that other stud- 
ies have examined teacher’s beliefs about content literacy by examining teach- 
ers’ attitudes toward “literacy or reading per se.” Few investigations, how- 
ever, have focused on what students and teachers are actually saying about 
how textbooks and reading are being used in content classrooms (Davey, 
1988; Smith & Feathers, 1983a, 1983b). Therefore, the purpose of this inves- 
tigation was to examine the role of textbooks and reading in content area 
classrooms by interviewing teachers and students regarding practices. Ob- 
servational data, triangulated with teacher and student interviews were also 
included. 



Design of Study 

The design of this study was patterned after two investigations by Smith 
and Feathers (1983a, 1983b) and one by Davey (1988). All three of these 
investigations focused on inquires into the area of content reading as they 
related specifically to textbook use, teacher/student assumptions, percep- 
tions regarding the learning goals and objectives in specific content areas, 
and the role of reading in associated classrooms. 

Smith’s and Feathers’ first study (1983a) examined the realities of the 
classroom by focusing on both teacher stated goals and learning objectives 
and student perceptions of these. The researchers also examined relation- 
ships between stated goals and objectives and the students’ perceptions of 
O ; to the role of reading in the classroom and beyond. The second study 
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(Smith & Feathers, 1983b) examined the role of reading in die content area 
classroom by considering how teachers’ assumptions about content area 
reading manifest themselves in a real way in the classroom. Davey (1988) 
later expanded die aforementioned investigations by specifically targeting 
her investigation toward how teachers use textbooks. 

This study expands these previous studies. The study of teacher and 
student perspectives by Smith and Feathers (1983a, 1983b) is expanded by 
both teacher observation and interview, along with student interview data, 
dius providing a more complete view of die relationship between the teacher 
and student perceptions and actual classroom practice. Davey’s (1988) study 
is expanded through die examination of teacher use of other sources in place 
of, or in addition to, textbooks in order to explore how other sources are 
actually being used in the classroom. Specifically, die purpose of this inves- 
tigation was to examine what teachers and students said about how text- 
books were used in dieir classrooms. 

Eighteen middle school and eighteen high school classes representing a 
variety of subject areas (math, social studies, history, government, science, 
English literature, language arts, physics, psychology, photography, music 
theory, choir, computer programming), all having a core of content specific 
to a designated subject to be learned as a common goal, participated in this 
study. The 36 classrooms were selected from diose of 40 teachers who had 
agreed to participate in the investigation. Each class was visited by a team of 
3 observers who were enrolled in a content area reading class. The observa- 
tions and interviews were conducted toward die end of die semester in which 
the students were enrolled. The specific day and time of the interviews and 
observations were not announced in advance to avoid the teacher “teaching 
to die observers.” Each team collected the following data: 1) one content 
area teacher interview, 2) one content area teacher observation, and 3) two 
content area student interviews. The data included a total of 36 teacher in- 
terviews, 36 observations, and 72 student interviews. 

Each interview form (teacher and student) and observation form con- 
sisted of open-ended questions designed to solicit information regarding: (1) 
the role of reading in the content area classroom, (2) how the classroom 
teachers used textbooks, and (3) teacher and student perceptions of content 
reading. Parallel questions were asked of die teacher and the students (see 
Table 1). Each team worked collaboratively to submit one set of data per 
classroom. 
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Table 1. Interview Questions 



Teacher 

What do you expect 
your students to learn? 

How much reading do you 
expect your students to do 
per week? 

What percent do you believe 
actually read the material? 

Are your assignments 
from the textbook or 
from other sources? 

Do your students read 
orally in class? How often? 

Do you spend time 
helping your students 
with reading problems? 

What percent of your 
tests is based on text 
knowledge? 

Do you teach vocabulary? 
Do you use study guides? 



If students attended class, 
but didn’t read the text, 
they would probably earn 
a letter grade of 

When you lecture in class, 
what percent of the material 
is taken directly from 
the text? 



Student 

What do you think the 
teacher is trying to 
teach you? 

How much reading does 
the teacher expect you 
to do per week? 

Do you always complete 
the assigned reading? 

Are your assignments 
mostly from the textbook 
or from other sources? 

Do you read aloud in class? 
How often? 

When you have difficulty 
reading your assignments, 
what steps do you take to 
help you learn the material? 

What percent of the tests 
is based on material from 
the text? 

Does your teacher introduce 
new vocabulary? 

Does your teacher give 
study guides to be filled 
out while reading? 

If you attended class, but 
did not read the text, you 
would probably expect a 
letter grade of 

What percent of your 
teacher’s lecture is 
taken directly from 
from the text? 




100 



Observer 

Briefly summarize the 
topic of today’s lesson. 



What materials 
were used in 
today’s lesson? 



What reading skills 
were evident in class? 



Was any new vocublary 
introduced? 



What was the teaching 
style used in the class 
(lecture, discussion, 
assigned reading, etc.)? 
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Data Analysis 

The organization of this study relied heavily on the methodology of Davey 
(1988) for quantifying sections of the teacher and student interviews. In the 
case of responses to open-ended questions, when two or more respondents 
provided more than one response to a question, each received proportional 
weight in a category (e.g. with 3 responses, each counted as 1/3 of a re- 
sponse under its category) (Davey 1988). 

Teacher observations were less easy to categorize largely because the 
questions required a more in-depth evaluative and often interpretive answer 
than the interviews. Few of these observations could easily be categorized 
or quantified. Consequently, an open coding methodology (Corbin & Strauss, 
1990) was adopted. Through a process by which concepts were identified 
and developed in terms of their properties and dimensions, questions were 
asked about the data. Comparisons were made for similarities and differ- 
ences between each incident, event and other instances of phenomena; similar 
events and incidents were labeled and grouped to form categories. Both 
methods for categorizing, quantifying, and labeling data were used both to 
corroborate findings with prior research and to discuss new findings from 
this investigation. 

Findings 

For reporting purposes, the findings will be referred to as belonging to 
one of three categories: (1) the role of reading in the content area classroom, 
(2) how classroom teachers use textbooks, and (3) teachers' and students' 
perceptions of content reading. 

The Role of Reading in the Content Area Classroom 

With respect to the question regarding the amount of reading expected 
of students, teachers’ responses in this study indicated that teachers estimated 
they assigned middle-schoolers to read an average of 15.28 pages per week 
while high school teachers estimated they expected their students to read an 
average of 26.67 pages per week. Student interviews revealed different re- 
sults, indicating that students estimated they were expected to read 12.13 
pages per week at the middle school level while 15.11 pages per week were 
estimated at the high school level (see Table 2). 

The second question asked whether or not teachers helped students with 
reading problems and what students did when they had difficulty reading. 
When students in both middle school and secondary school encountered 
reading problems, the teacher was listed as the number one solution by 90% 
of the middle school students and 85% of the high school students. Middle 
(j> 1 and high school teachers responded similarly to the question, “Do 
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Table 2. Quantifiable Data From Interviews 





MSS 


MST 


HSS 


HST 


Length of assignment (estimated 
number of pages per week) 


12.13 


15.28 


15.11 


26.67 


Teacher is solution to problems 
with reading 


90% 


63% 


85% 


80% 


Vocabulary is taught 


90% 


100% 


90% 


100% 


Use of study guides 


22% 


22% 


33% 


60% 


Use of 1 text selected by teacher 


72% 


72% 


67% 


67% 


Oral reading 


6l% 


67% 


17% 


44% 


Silent reading 


72% 


61% 


17% 


67% 


Lecture material comes from text 


76% 


60% 


57% 


71% 


Exam comes from text 


67% 


88% 


76% 


87% 


Learning is about goals involving 


NA 


78% 


NA 


67% 



decision making, application 
of knowledge to real-world situations, 
citizenship, thinking skills, and 
acquisition of general knowledge. 



Teacher is expecting us to learn “test 
material” or “what the teacher 
wants us to learn.” 


89% 


NA 


90% 


NA 


Students who complete assignments 


44% 


68% 


22% 


33% 


Grade “C” or better without reading 
any assignments 


78% 


76% 


82% 


78% 



MSS -Middle School Student Responses, MST= Middle School Teacher Responses 
HSS=High School Student Responses, HST= High School Teacher Responses 
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you spend time helping students with reading problems? Why or Why not?” 
Each group (63.6% of middle school teachers and 80% of high school teach- 
ers) said they did help whenever possible. Most of the affirmative answers 
to this question were qualified with some sort of limitation as to the kinds of 
help the teachers were prepared to give. For example, 11 of 18 middle school 
and 10 of 18 high school teachers indicated that the school either employed 
a reading specialist or had remedial courses to help students beyond the 
occasional classroom intervention such as helping students pronounce a new 
vocabulary word or helping students with confusion over content compre- 
hension. Teachers who said they did not help students with reading prob- 
lems (36.4% in middle school and 20% in high school classes) cited limited 
time with students and/or the presence of a reading specialist on staff as 
reasons for not devoting class time to student reading difficulties. However, 
observations of both middle school classes and high school classes included 
notations indicating that not much reading, and consequently not much as- 
sistance, were apparent in the classes observed (see Table 2). 

The teaching of, or attention to, vocabulary in the classrooms was re- 
ported as standard practice by students in both middle school and high school 
classes indicating that the teachers introduced new vocabulary with varying 
degrees of emphasis from time to time in their classes. According to student 
interviews, 33 of 36 students in both middle school and high school reported 
vocabulary work in their classes. Teacher interviews also indicated an em- 
phasis on vocabulary instruction in their classes with both middle school and 
high school teachers reporting at 100% in this area. Observers noted that 
one-third of the teachers in the middle school explained vocabulary specific 
to the content they were discussing while in 10 of the 18 high school classes 
observed, the teachers introduced vocabulary in conjunction with the con- 
tent they were teaching (see Table 2). 

When questioned about study guides, 8 of 3 6 middle school students 
reported that study guides were used on a regular basis and 12 of the 3 6 
high school students reported that study guides were used. Middle school 
teachers corroborated the estimates indicated by their students (4 of the 18 
indicated they used study guides). High school teachers estimated a greater 
use of study guides than was acknowledged by their students with 60% of 
the high school teachers reporting the use of study guides in their classrooms, 
(see Table 2). 

How Classroom Teachers Use Textbooks 

Most teachers reported that they relied predominately on textbooks rather 
than on readings from other sources to provide content information to stu- 
dent in their classes. Both teacher and student interviews among middle 
I R I C n( ^ high schoolers corroborated these findings: 72% of middle school 
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and 67% of high school teachers reported using the text most often for read- 
ing assignments (see Table 2). 

With respect to oral and silent reading in class, teachers and students 
alike indicated that reading as a regular classroom activity occurred more 
often than was observed. Twelve of 18 middle school teachers indicated that 
they incorporated oral reading into their classroom practice on a regular basis 
and 11 of 18 middle school teachers maintained they used silent reading as 
a part of the daily classroom routine. Eight high school teachers reported 
using oral reading in the classroom, while 12 of 18 high school teachers in- 
dicated they gave students time to read silently at almost every class meeting 
(see Table 2). Both middle school and high school classes indicated they 
were allowed class time for reading in over 51% of the classes studied. Of 
the 36 middle school saidents interviewed, 22 reported oral reading as a class 
activity at least once a week and 26 reported silent reading as a regular oc- 
currence (often 4 to 5 times a week) in their classes. High school students 
offered the opposite results with 6 students reporting oral reading and 6 
reporting silent reading as regular classroom activities. 

Regarding the percent of lecture taken directly from the text, 56.92% of 
all high school and 75-67% of all middle school students believed that lec- 
ture material came directly from the text. Teachers agreed that a majority of 
lecture material came from the text with middle school teachers reporting a 
59 - 72 % reliance on the text for lecture material and high school teachers 
reporting usage of the text material in their lectures 70.83% of the time. Ob- 
servers noted that teaching style and lesson topic were often combined but 
focused primarily on content delivery; observers used terms such as, “lec- 
ture — toxic waste” and “lecture — civil war” to describe what was occurring 
in the classrooms (see Table 2). 

Teachers and students were asked about the relationship between text- 
books and exams. Teachers reported that approximately 80% (87.67% middle 
school and 86.39% high school) of test questions on exams were text based, 
while saidents revealed slightly lower perceptions. Middle school saidents 
perceived that an average of 67.19% of tests were derived from the text. High 
school students perceived a slightly higher relationship with 75.82% of tests 
drawn from the text book materials (see Table 2). 

Teachers' and Students' Perceptions of Content Reading 

When the classroom teachers were asked: “What do you expect students 
to learn?”, a majority of teachers (14 of 18 middle school and 12 of 18 high 
school) emphasized goals involving decision making, application of knowl- 
edge to real-world situations, citizenship, thinking skills, and acquisition of 
eeneral knowledge. They gave these goals and objectives a higher priority 
in content or course information. Observers reported that of the 18 middle 
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school teachers, 12 demonstrated an emphasis on delivery rather than ef- 
forts to meet the identified goals and objectives in classroom practice. Ob- 
servers noted a similar pattern in the classrooms of high school teachers in 
that of the 18 classes observed, 17 teachers focused on content delivery iden- 
tified by topic summaries such as: “lecture — geography” and “lecture — re- 
medial math topics.” Observers indicated that 10 of the 18 teachers included 
discussion or some type of group activity in their delivery of content. When 
students were asked “What is the teacher trying to teach you?”, 89% of middle 
school and 90% of high school students responded that the teacher was try- 
ing to teach them what was going to be on the test (see Table 2). 

Whether or not students acftially read the assignment was another issue 
considered. Forty-four percent of middle school students claimed they read 
the assigned reading while their teachers indicated that they expected nearly 
68% of students had read the assigned material before class. Among high 
school students, only 22% claimed to have read the assigned material while 
their teachers estimated 32.5% of students had read the material before class 
(see Table 2). 

When students and teachers were asked to predict possible letter grades 
for the course based on never having read the text material, both groups 
speculated that, on average, 75% of students could receive a grade ranking 
somewhere from A to C. Overall, both middle and high school students rated 
themselves slightly higher than their teachers in terms of grade potential in 
this context without text reading. Middle school students speculated they 
could receive a C or better without reading the text 78% of the time. The 
high school students speculated they could receive a grade of C or better 
without reading the material 82% of the time. Teachers speculated that 76% 
of middle school students and 78% of high school students who did not read 
the assigned text could pass with a grade of C or better (see Table 2). 

Discussion 

The results of this sftidy are in agreement with past research, particularly 
Smith and Feathers (1983a, 1983b) and Davey (1988), who suggested that: 
(1) textbook assignments appeared to “drive” the lesson making the reading 
assignment the context for the rest of the lesson; (2) teachers appeared to 
choose to work around the subject area textbook rather than to work with it; 
(3) reading materials were selected by the teachers who relied predominately 
on a single textbook; (4) students depended upon the teacher’s lecture, not 
on the text, as their primary source of information; (5) teachers tended to mini- 
mize the text’s role as a primary source of information; (6) little reading in- 
struction occurred in content area reading classrooms with vocabulary instruction 
O Lhe most prevalent form of reading instruction in content classrooms. 
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There are limitations to this study which must be acknowledged. First, 
observers were in the classrooms for one period on one day. This signifi- 
cantly affects what the observers saw. Additionally, the observers, while 
enrolled in a content area reading class and working in teams, may have 
missed instances of reading, references to reading, or other occurrences within 
the classroom which may have yielded different results. Students and teach- 
ers were randomly selected for interviews. Purposeful selection of students 
and teachers to interview may have yielded different results. Some of the 
interview questions called for speculation on the parts of students and teachers. 
For example, students and teachers were asked to predict grades they might 
receive if they did not read the assigned material and to estimate the number 
of pages read per week. These predictions cannot be verified. 

Implications 

In sum, textbooks were not perceived as important to srtident learning 
by the students or the teachers in this investigation. Textbooks were not viewed 
as a major source of information for students. Smith and Feathers (1983a) 
identified two assumptions often made about the role of reading in content 
classrooms: (a) that it is necessary for students to read their textbooks and 
(b) that students actually do so. Based on this investigation, it was clear that 
the two assumptions may be, in reality, more the exception in today’s con- 
tent classroom, rather than the norm. Reading was not viewed as an integral 
part of classroom activities. 

Davey (1988) expressed a concern that “the way teachers use their text- 
books can signal their relative importance for content learning and as a con- 
sequence, some content teachers may unwittingly communicate that text- 
books play an unimportant role in class requirements (p. 340).” Smith and 
Feathers (1983a) ultimately defined the role of reading in the content area 
classroom as narrow to nonexistent based on die limited time and attention 
placed on reading activities diat could be directly linked to content learning. 

The results of this investigation also validate what other researchers 
(Alvermann, 1982,1983; Alvermann, Dillon, O’Brien & Smith, 1985; Alvermann, 
O’Brien & Dillon, 1990; Davey 1988; Gillespie & Rasinski, 1989; Flinchman, 
1987; Memory, 1983; O’Brien & Stewart, 1990; Schallert & Roser, 1989; Smith 
& Feathers, 1983a, 1983b; Stewart & O’Brien, 1989; Sturtevant, 1993) have 
concluded: diat secondary content area classroom teachers may not be trans- 
ferring what is learned in the college classroom to their practices as preservice 
and inservice teachers. This suggests that it may be time to reevaluate what 
is taught in content area reading classes. 

Content area reading course instructors may need to dispel misconcep- 
O that preservice and inservice teachers have about incorporating read- 
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ing into their instruction. Perhaps the misconceptions could be eliminated if 
instructors began their content area reading classes like Stewart and O’Brien 
(1989) by asking students why they believe such a course is required and 
what they expect to learn that will help them become better teachers. Memory 
(1983) recommended adding a practicum to the content area reading course. 
O’Brien, Stewart and Moje (1995), recognizing the personal pedagogical 
conceptions that preservice bring with them from their past experiences in 
their own schooling, suggested that reflecting on and analyzing personal theo- 
ries, beliefs, and values by using autobiographies, dialogue, writing and field 
work might also facilitate the transition from the “ivory tower” to “real life.” 

Another foci of content area reading classes should be on effective de- 
cision making regarding the use of literacy strategies. Preservice and inservice 
teachers will not be able to use content area reading strategies effectively (if 
they use them at all) if they do not receive instruction as to how, when, and 
why literacy strategies should be used and modified to fit their students’ needs. 
The ultimate goal of strategy instruction should be to enable preservice and 
inservice teachers to adapt strategies to the needs of their students, taking 
into consideration the contextual constraints of each classroom (Moje, 1992, 
1996; O’Brien, Stewart & Moje, 1995). 

Alvermann, Dillon, O’Brien and Smith (1985) suggested that preservice 
and inservice teachers may need to be instructed in the ways in which text- 
books can be used effectively during discussion. They suggested: (1) the text- 
book may be used to verify points made during lecture-discussion; (2) indi- 
rect references may be made to previously read portions of the text without 
actually rereading the text; (3) discussions may be refocused by turning stu- 
dents’ attention to the text; and (4) students may use the text to paraphrase 
responses to questions. 

Content area reading instructors continue to face the challenge of help- 
ing preservice and inservice teachers understand the importance of textbooks 
and reading in subject area classrooms. According to Schallert and Roser 
(1989), a new challenge has been added to the mix: the criticism that text- 
based instruction is a second-rate approach to other instructional approaches 
such as hands-on, discovery, or other more direct encounters with content. 
Continued research on the use of textbooks and reading in the content class- 
room, combined with research utilizing the “newer” instructional strategies, 
is essential if preservice and inservice teachers are to make effective, informed 
decisions about literacy instruction in their classrooms. 
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Abstract 

This study chronicled graduate students’ research and writing as they 
participated in a Research Exploration Project. This description provides 
glimpses of students procedures as they selected and narrowed topics, searched 
databases, read and charted research articles, and participated in weekly 
writing groups. Responses to open-ended questionnaires throughout an eleven 
week period are utilized to help identify potential problem areas for students 
engaged in writing syntheses. Instructional implications are addressed. 



C ollege students are often engaged in incorporating facts and concepts 
from a multitude of sources into their own prose (Bridgeman & Carlson, 
1985). Reasons for the proliferation of research papers, literature reviews, 
and other forms of synthesizing and summarizing on the college level in- 
clude the idea that writing improves thinking (Angeletti, 1991; Tierney, Soter, 
O’Flahavan, & McGinley, 1989), aids in retention (Speaker 8c Grubaugh, 1992), 
and improves metacognitive skills (Murnane, 1990). These traits are espe- 
cially important for graduate students as they prepare to produce research 
papers, literature reviews, and theses. Although the reasons for requiring such 
products are fairly straightforward, there is still much to learn about how 
college students, especially those on the graduate level, work their way 
through thinking, reading, and writing as they examine a specific topic 
(Tierney et al., 1989) and produce an original written product based on 
multiple sources. 

Research investigating students’ writing from sources has given some 
insights to students’ processing. For example, Spivey and King (1989) con- 
ed writers use repetition in content of the original sources to aid in their 
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construction of a new meaning. Students may also rely heavily on original 
source material for their own organization (Nash, Schumacher, & Carlson, 
1993). Consequendy, similarities among source materials influence the qual- 
ity of the final written product. 

Other influences on students’ writing from sources are task perceptions, 
difficulty of source texts, students’ willingness to consider multiple perspec- 
tives, and students’ prior knowledge (Many, Fyfe, Lewis, & Mitchell, 1996). 
In addition, students need complex strategies because the ability to produce 
text is a learned skill that encompasses a great many restrictions (Flower & 
Hayes, 1984). 

It also appears that when students are writing from sources, they do not 
proceed in a sequential order through prereading, reading, postreading, 
prewriting, and writing. Although all students tend to refer to sources during 
their composing, they do so at different points (Kennedy, 1985). Students 
also display wide differences in strategies they use for locating and gather- 
ing information (Nelson & Hayes, 1988). 

Furthermore, Flower and Hayes (1984) suggested experts tend to repre- 
sent knowledge differendy than novices. Thus, graduate students are trying 
to use semantics and technical vocabulary like experts, as well as reporting 
important actions and details and making appropriate inferences for other 
professionals (Flower & Hayes, 1984). As a result, graduate students find they 
need new skills to help them successfully engage in reading and writing 
academic texts. 

The overall purpose of this endeavor was to describe graduate students’ 
research and writing processes as they participated in an authentic writing 
task. A major objective of the study followed students’ processes as they 
selected and narrowed topics, searched databases, read and charted research 
articles, and participated in a writing workshop involving composing, shar- 
ing, and revising drafts. Students focused on the research designs and gen- 
eral findings of the studies they reviewed. 



The Research Exploration Project 

The Research Exploration project was conceived as a way to encourage 
graduate students to become critical consumers of research and to aid in 
their technical writing. Students investigated topics across several research 
studies and theoretical pieces looking for similarities, differences, strengths, 
and weaknesses and then composed a synthesis. The project was based on 
concepts Nelson and Hayes (1988) detailed to encourage students to use 
high investment strategies such as taking a personal interest in a topic, start- 
ing work well in advance, making multiple searches for information, using 
■y e-driven approach to research, using notes to stimulate thoughts, writing 
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exploratory drafts, and using conceptually global revisions as they produce 
research papers. 

The Research Exploration Project was also based on ideas posed by 
Stotsky (199D in her work on research processes. According to Stotsky, the 
focus of writing from sources may depend on how much information is 
gathered in an initial search and how students evaluate and organized their 
final notes. Moreover, awareness may take place during the search process 
rather than during the composing stage when students are engaged in aca- 
demic reading and writing. Revisions and refining then occur during draft- 
ing. 

The Research Exploration Project served as a tool to encourage students 
to use high investment strategies to guide their research and writing pro- 
cesses and to aid in organizing and synthesizing complex data on research 
design from research articles. The project involved several steps. First, stu- 
dents selected, and more importantly, narrowed a topic. Second, they used 
databases to locate at least seven research articles appropriate for their topic. 
Due to the limited number of articles used, students were repeatedly reminded 
of the dangers of making incomplete conclusions about their topic of inter- 
est. Third, they charted information from the articles, including research 
questions, definitions, subjects, methodologies, analyses, findings, and areas 
for future research. Fourth, charts were examined for patterns of similarities, 
discrepancies, strengths, and weaknesses in the body of research examined. 
Fifth, students’ used their charts to write syntheses based on the aspects of 
design which they examined. Students were then encouraged to look across 
studies at key words and concepts, identify patterns, and write a paper that 
synthesized subject selection processes in their research articles. Sixth, stu- 
dents shared their writing by bringing rough drafts to class, talking through 
their writing and revising, and making comments on other students’ written 
drafts. This occurred in small groups that met weekly for 30-45 minutes during 
the last portion of class. Finally, students prepared a formal presentations 
highlighting their findings. 



Context and Design 

Ten students enrolled in a masters’ level reading research course partici- 
pated in the project. Most of the students were veteran classroom teachers, 
and all had some experience teaching. Students were at various stages in 
their coursework. Nine students were working on their Masters of Education 
degree and one student was working on her elementary teaching certifica- 
tion. One student had taken a required Research in Education course which 
emphasized design and methodology, and one student had taken an advanced 
cs course. The majority of students’ coursework in reading had been 
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taught from a practitioner’s point of view. For many, this was the first oppor- 
tunity to get a real picture of the quantity and quality of research available 
on various topics of interest. 

The students were generally uncomfortable with the idea of working 
with research articles as the course began. Consequently, participants were 
also uneasy with the task of writing a synthesis based on several research 
articles. Most students had more practice writing summaries of individual 
articles than synthesizing groups of articles. In addition, they were more fa- 
miliar with “how to” articles that dealt with ideas for classroom instruction 
than with research articles. 

One of the goals of the Reading Research course was to help students 
become critical consumers of research. The Research Exploration project was 
the tool for inviting students to delve into the pool of research studies on a 
topic of their choice and write a synthesis. General information covered in 
the course involved how to read a journal article, differences between quali- 
tative and quantitative research, terms associated with design and methodol- 
ogy for each paradigm, possible confounds or problem areas for empirical 
research studies, internal and external validity issues, and the differences 
between writing a summary and a synthesis. Additionally, literacy-related 
topics such as whole language instruction, phonemic awareness, assessment, 
content reading instruction, literacy and special populations were interwo- 
ven throughout the semester. Course readings were reflective of these top- 
ics. The general text was What Research Has to Say About Reading Instruc- 
tion (2nd ed.) (Samuels and Farstrup, 1992). Readings from refereed jour- 
nals in the fields of reading, educational psychology, and education were 
also included. 

In addition to assigned readings and subsequent class discussion, stu- 
dents participated in the Research Exploration Project. Students shared topic 
choices, database experiences, and Finally their charts and drafts. At assigned 
points in the semester, students brought their charts and drafts to class. As 
students talked about their charts, they pointed out key words, ambiguities, 
similarities, and differences they saw among studies, as well as interesting 
findings. As a result, problem areas that were unclear or ill-defined were 
tackled by the group. Clarification from the instructor was given when nec- 
essary. As drafts were composed, students talked through their syntheses, 
while their group members helped with clarity, coherence, word choice, and 
conventions such as punctuation, sentence structure, and usage. 

As the semester progressed, students also responded to open-ended 
questionnaires (see Appendix) at three points. In order to encourage stu- 
dents to be forthcoming, comments were submitted without students’ names 
and transcribed by a paid transcriber. 





J. YeVette McWhorter 101 



Discussion 

Based on questionnaire responses it appears students were able to re- 
flect on their actions during planning, selecting sources, charting pertinent 
information, and writing/revising drafts. Students also shared insights into 
the world of databases and web sites. Students were open to discussing their 
progress within a small group setting and appreciated the opportunity to 
troubleshoot and refine their products. 

The following discussion is based on students’ responses to various as- 
pects of their project. A brief overview is given based on student responses 
to the three questionnaires. Then illustrative tables are provided with samples 
of students’ actual comments. 

Selecting and Narrowing Topics and Using Databases 

For the most part, students depended on initial database searches to help 
narrow topics. Abstracts or descriptors following the abstract were used as 
first screening devices. Based on participants’ comments, the use of data- 
bases was particularly fmstrating. Students’ initial and subsequent attempts 
to use databases sometimes led to topic changes (see Table 1). 

Table 1. Students’ Comments on Selecting and Narrowing Topics 

Advice for students ivho need to narrow their topics: 

1. Try to answer just one specific question about the topic of interest. 

2. Look at the descriptors that are being used for references coming up on 
the screen. 

3. Use the ERIC thesaurus and descriptors for new ideas. Look at references 
cited in back of other resources for ideas. 



Problem areas for students as they utilized databases included knowing 
what database to use, finding the right combination of descriptors, finding time to 
peruse entries, and in some cases, learning how to use computer databases 
efficiently and effectively. One student discussed the need to “develop a ‘sense’ 
of playing with descriptors” until an appropriate source was identified. Although 
a session with a reference librarian was conducted during one class period, stu- 
dents felt they needed more assistance during the actual search process. 

Reading and Charting Articles 

After students located their articles, they proceeded with the task of 
charting the information. Students identified the following problem areas: 
(a) sifting out statistical information, (b) knowing how much or how little to 
write, (c) finding time to read and chart, and (d) determining what type of 
"Q it to use. Students had the most difficulty creating charts about data col- 
ERIC n and general findings (see Table 2). 
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Table 2. Students’ Comments and Advice Given About Using Databases 

Experience of searching databases: 

1. To be as current as possible with my first topic, I attempted to use First 
Search. When I didn’t have any luck with that, I tried ERIC. I still wasn’t 
getting much. On another occasion, I tried many different combinations 
on ERIC and still wasn’t getting much. I did notice that what I was getting 
was somewhat related to what I wanted to explore, so I revised my topic. 

2. ERIC wasn’t too bad. My topic was rather limited for articles. After this 
class, I used the thesaurus key, this opened more doors for me — I found 
more articles. Locating wasn’t difficult. Knowing what to use was difficult 
(appropriate or not) 

3- At first it was frustrating because I didn’t know that much about it. The 
librarians were very helpful. Had I been familiar with how to use ERIC 
and helpful things like using Thesaurus on ERIC to narrow and fine tune 
my search, I could have saved a lot of time. I am now familiar with ERIC 
and feel comfortable using it. Got sidetracked in the stacks and ended up 
pulling a big stack of articles not on my topic — kind of fun. 

4. Using the databases was no problem as I have quite a bit of experience 
with this. However, finding the acaial journals was sometimes frustrating. 

Admcefor students trying to negotiate databases: 

1. Be realistic. You may spend hours finding an appropriate article. When 
one good article is found, check the references to find more articles. While 
using ERIC, do not be afraid to ask questions. 

2. Be patient. 

3. Give yourself plenty of time to explore. 

4. Practice. Ask for help. Practice. Narrow your topic. Practice. Don’t give 
up. 

5. Plan on spending time learning how to retrieve the information. I believe 
many people, or at least some, used articles because they were expedi- 
ent. 



Only one student made reference to looking up information in a text on 
research design, and she was disappointed because it was not particularly 
helpful. However, students asked few questions about statistics or qualita- 
tive procedures in class discussions. This may be because they were asked 
to write about data collection and not data analyses. In addition, once a for- 
mat for charting was chosen (i.e. type or write, color code, horizontal/verti- 
cal) few students modified their method. Only one student voiced her diffi- 
culty with charting and opted to use notecards throughout the course. Her 
ht into her own processing was illuminating: 
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I think the reason for charting is to get information into workable blocks 
so it is not so intimidating. My procedure of using notecards (back to 
Stone Age research) is simplest because they can be manipulated into 
patterns. AHA — that’s been the problem — when I tried to chart on a 
folder, couldn’t rearrange in meaningful way. 

Others may have experienced difficulty with charting but used the pro- 
cedure either because they had seen photos of other students’ charts or 
because their assignment was presented as a chart. 

After students had the majority of their articles charted, they were ques- 
tioned about the process (see Table 3). All participants who had charted felt 
they were better organized and were getting more adept at extracting im- 
portant information. In addition, they perceived charting as a way to help 
them understand the research articles. Although they found charting useful, 
students were concerned about the time involved and apprehensive about 
how it would all fit together when they wrote their synthesis. For example, 
one student was already looking ahead to the final product required for the 
master’s degree: “The charts are a good way to complete this assignment 
since I already know the divisions in the paper that are required. Still, doing 
a paper and manipulating 75 sources will be very involved.” 

Writing Process and Research Groups 

The second set of questions asked students to explain how they wrote 
a paper. Not surprisingly, each detailed a recursive process approach to 
writing. Although students had charted their information, once they were 
ready to write, they usually imposed more structure on their initial charts. 

The majority of students reported writing two drafts; however, lines 
between drafts may not be clear because of the ability to constantly revise at 
the computer. Students reported in the questionnaire that they revised their 
hard copies once after sharing in their small groups. However, most made 
references to revising while they composed. Students’ revisions after meet- 
ing with their groups were often surface level (i.e. usage issues such as when 
to use affect and effect), to resolve ambiguities, or to add information. 

Students appeared to like the structure imposed by the requirement of 
writing drafts in weekly increments, although it was an intrusion into some 
students’ style of writing. At the conclusion of this project, most participants 
felt they were able to read more critically, to look for “common threads,” 
and to better understand the design elements of research articles (see Table 
4). Informal comments during class discussions echoed their new found 
skills — students were able to articulate the strengths and weaknesses of ar- 
ticles. They became irritated with writers who did not give enough or clear 
— at * on * 
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Table 3. Students’ Comments about Charting Articles 

Difficult aspects: 

1. Finding the time to adequately do it was the most difficult aspect; especially 
sifting out statistical information in ways that I could comprehend. 

2. Knowing how much or little to write. What is relevant data and what is extra. 

Easy aspects: 

1. Having specific categories to concentrate on helped keep the tasks man- 
ageable. 

2. I felt organized. 

Advice to others : 

1. Do two readings of the article before you begin charting so that you can 
be as brief as possible, but complete. 

2. Organize it in a way that is meaningful to them making retrieval easy and 
efficient. 

3. Analyze how you already do research and what has been suggested and 
see how to fit two together. Become familiar with article first — Don’t just 
look for topics — mark article and make notes in margin or will not be able 
to find info, again — It gets easier. 

Feelings about process : 

1 . I feel that it is going to be so much easier to write and understand the paper. 

2. Relief ... It is very time consuming, but I think I was able to extract the 
necessary information at a quicker rate after I had done a few. As I was 
charting, though, I kept thinking about whether or not I had the right 
articles . . . hoping I was on the right track. 

3. The process takes time, however, charting helped me to better understand 
the readings. 

Explanation of process: 

1. Don’t be intimidated. It’s a valuable organizational tool. I’d show her sev- 
eral examples and tell her to choose a format she’s comfortable with. Read 
the article through once, then start charting. 

2. It’s time consuming. The organizational procedure will be helpful in writ- 
ing longer papers. Basically, the topic is limited through notes. 

Advice to others: 

1. Think about how you organize your thoughts. Color coded, pictures, key 
words, vertically design your chart for you. 

2. Better to record more, I found I had to go back to my articles more often. 

3. Look at what other people do, but know your own style of thinking. 



J. YeVette McWhorter 105 



Table 4. Students’ Comments about Being Research Consumers 

View of self 

1. Better prepared. The charting really gives me a way to “see” things clearly. 

2. As more knowledgeable, more critical when reading articles, more aware 
of always looking for “common threads” on the topic when reading ar- 
ticles. Probably more organized, too, feeling more “research friendly”. 

3. I feel as though I am reading the info, in research articles more critically. 
I am more attuned to looking for patterns. I think I have a better under- 
standing, overall, of what a research article should look like and some 
things to look for. 



Instructional Implications 

Although this project is limited by the small number of participants and 
the use of self-report data, it does reveal some interesting insights into this 
group’s efforts to produce a piece of writing based on multiple sources. Gradu- 
ate students’ attempts at writing about research are often frustrating because 
they may still be unfamiliar with the format and formality of research articles. 
In addition, they are still honing their own academic writing and research 
skills. Instructors may also assume students have all the necessary tools for 
academic writing and not provide an adequate instructional framework to 
help students with the process. 

In an effort to demystify research and to help graduate students become 
critical consumers, the Research Exploration Project was constructed. Time 
was allotted for students to share and receive feedback from an audience 
during their information gathering and drafting. For many, this was a new 
approach to research and writing. Participants’ willingness to share their 
problem solving as they encountered topics, databases, and research articles, 
as well as their efforts at drafting, revising, and polishing give insights to those 
who teach this population. 

Students’ comments should give pause to those who work with gradu- 
ate students as they prepare written products. It is definitely worthwhile to 
use class time for students to discuss procedures and share drafts. Although 
a rather large portion of class time was set aside in this particular setting, 
smaller time increments may also aid graduate students as they work through 
the process of academic writing. A balance between process and procedures 
(Many et al., 1996) is needed in these advanced instructional settings. In ad- 
dition, it is imperative that the entire process from idea to database to draft- 
ing to polishing, receive some attention through modeling and sharing ex- 
amrjUs. In this particular project, students were shown sample charts but 
ot allowed to read sample papers. In hindsight, sample paragraphs 

hi ■ 
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on the overhead would have been helpful. Several students voiced the need 
for more guidance, and while sharing entire papers would not be appropri- 
ate, sample passages would demonstrate how to put everything together as 
well as how to cite sources. 

Encouraging students to brush up on their library and information re- 
trieval skills is also important. Avenues for accessing information are con- 
stantly changing. Students need to be aware of full text options, how to obtain 
information on the World Wide Web, and updates on campus library com- 
puter systems. 

Although the Research Exploration Project was a successful experience 
for students, it is only one way to organize information. One interesting draw- 
back to using the system was that some students were so caught up in cre- 
ating their charts that they almost forgot their sole purpose: to view several 
studies at one time in order to help them more easily construct a synthesis. 

It is not possible to give students a formula for academic writing and the 
research that must accompany the task. However, the process can be sup- 
ported by the Research Exploration Project or any method that helps stu- 
dents see how to organize information across several studies to establish key 
terminology, patterns, and inconsistencies. 
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Appendix: Questionnaires 

First Set of Questions ( after charing majority of articles) 

1. What was the most difficult aspect of charting your first article? 

2. What was the easiest aspect of charting your first article? 

3. How did you decide which article to tackle first? 

4. How did you proceed as you charted? In other words, what did you do 
first, second? 

5. If you were going to tell someone how to chart an article, what advice 
would you give? 

6. Now that you have had an opportunity to see someone else’s chart, what 
will you do differently (if anything)? 

7. Try to describe your experience as you searched databases for articles to use. 

8. How did you determine if an article was appropriate? 

9. Describe your procedure for writing a research paper. 

Second Set of Questions (after first draft of paper) 

1. Now that you have die majority of your articles charted, how do you feel 
about the process? 

2. If you were explaining your procedure for charting to a classmate, what 
would you say? 

3. Have you noticed any patterns in your articles? 

4. Have you started thinking about what you will be writing on the basis of 
your chart? If so, what? 

5. Are you still searching for articles at this time? If you are, how do you plan 
on proceeding at this point? 

6. At this stage, how do you see yourself as a “consumer of research’? 

Third Set of Questions (end of project) 

1. After meeting with your classmates about subjects, what revisions did you 
make and why? 

2. When you began to write your second section, was it more difficult or 
easy? Why? 

3. How do you feel about your progress? Why? 

4. Are your charts working for you? Why? 

5. When you are writing a section, how do you begin? 

6. How many drafts did you write for this last section? 

7. How do you know when you are finished with a section of your paper? 

8. What advice do you have for students who are trying to negotiate databases? 

9. What advice do you have for students who need to narrow their topics? 

10. What are some other ways students could organize their information 
besides charting? 

11. What advice do you have for students who are trying to write similar prod- 
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Abstract 

Because parent-child read-aloud sessions have long been recommended 
as an effective means of introducing children to literacy, family literacy par- 
ticipants are typically encouraged to read frequently at home, both parent 
reading to child and child reading to parent. Yet research suggests that how 
parents and children interact while reading may be as important as if they 
read together This study describes storybook reading sessions among parents 
and children in Even Start family literacy programs. Data were gathered by 
trained observers using instruments that focused on apparent interest, read- 
ing behaviors, and the nature of parent-child interactions, including parents 1 
responses to children 's reading errors. Results provide a fairly detailed descrip- 
tion of parents' and children's behaviors during these storybook sessions, a 
description that has curricular implications for family literacy programs. 



P arent-child read aloud has long been recommended as effective means 
of introducing children to literacy. Research from the 1970s, 1980s, and 
1990s (e.g., Chomsky, 1976; Dickinson, 1994; Snow, 1983; Teale 8c Sulzby, 
1986) consistently identified strong relationships between parent-child read- 
ing in the home and children’s later literacy achievement. Indeed, a recent 
meta-analysis of studies related to parent-preschool child reading (Bus, van 
IJzendoom, 8c Pelligrini, 1993) supports the hypothesis that parent-child book 
reading positively affects acquisition of the written language register, which 
in turn enables learning to read. 

Given this longstanding emphasis on the benefits of parent-child 
storybook reading, it is not surprising that family literacy programs to support 
O erate parents and their children typically encourage reading aloud. In 
EKLC anting on the value of helping parents learn how to interact with chil- 
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dren while reading and making books available for families, Darling and Pauli 
( 1994 ) conclude that “[i]t is good to know, that in a world characterized by 
complexity and ambiguity, this simple, direct approach can be effective in 
encouraging and enabling parents to share the gift of literacy with their chil- 
dren” (p. 277). 

Several family literacy researchers contend, however, that this “simple, 
direct approach” may not be so simple. Edwards (1989, 1994), for example, 
found many parents eager to support children by reading aloud but unsure 
of how to do so. Likewise, Krol-Sinclair (1996) showed how parent partici- 
pants in family literacy programs benefited from learning how to interact 
while reading to their children. 

Moreover, the nature of what transpires during parent-child reading 
appears to matter a great deal, perhaps more than the mere fact that parents 
and children read together (Mikulecky, 1995). Among the storybook read- 
ing activities found to influence young children's literacy achievement are 
rereading favorite books and stories (Harlin, 1984), discussions about books 
and stories (Harlin, 1984; Lancey & Bergin, 1992), asking questions about 
and encouraging connections to children's experiences (Beals, De Temple, 
& Dickinson, 1994), and keeping the reading atmosphere light and “fun” 
(Lancey & Bergin, 1992). Merely advocating that parents read to their chil- 
dren, then, is not sufficient. Family literacy educators need to show parents 
how to read to their children and support their efforts at doing so. 

Such activity will be most successful if it is based on parents' typical 
behaviors. Unfortunately, little descriptive research documents how low-lit- 
erate parents and their children interact during storybook reading sessions. 
The study reported here is a first attempt at providing these baseline data. As 
part of a larger evaluation of several Even Start (ES) programs, we conducted 
observational saidies of ES parents and children reading to one another in 
order to determine typical parent and child behaviors during reading. 



Method 

Even Start (ES) programs are intended to “improve educational oppor- 
tunities of the Nation's children and adults by integrating early childhood 
education and adult education for parents into a unified program” (PL 100- 
297, Sec. 1051). Parents and children participate in ES as family units. In 
general, families qualify when a) parent(s) are eligible for adult basic educa- 
tion (i.e., they lack a high school diploma or equivalent academic skills) or 
are in high school and b) children are younger than age eight. The goals of 
ES are to a) help parents become full partners in the education of their chil- 
dren, b) assist children in reaching their full potential as learners, and c) provide 
® education and literacy training for parents. 
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Sites and Participants 

All data for this study were gathered from families participating in ES 
programs in Northeast Ohio. One program, in existence for four years, is in 
a first-ring suburb of a large metropolitan city. Another, a second-year pro- 
gram, is located in a medium-sized city. The other two, one a third-year 
program and the other a first-year program, are situated in small city/ rural 
areas. Thus, the participant pool for the study reflects considerable geographi- 
cal diversity. 

Because of the large turnover rate in ES programs and because of the 
exploratory nature of the study, we made no attempt to conduct separate 
analyses for the four programs or to locate and follow families from one year 
of ES participation to the next. Instead data from all family storybook read- 
ing sessions in all four programs over all years of program operation were 
pooled. All together, the data set for the study includes 288 storybook read- 
ing sessions when parents read and children listened and 269 storybook 
reading sessions when children read (or pretended to read) and parents lis- 
tened. Nearly all of the children were preschoolers; a few were enrolled in 
grades K-2. 

Data Collection and Analysis 

As part of the evaluation protocols for these ES programs, parents and 
children read to each other at least annually in the presence of trained ob- 
servers. These storybook reading sessions typically took place in families’ 
homes; parents and children were free to select any book to read. 

Two adaptations of an instrument developed by Lancey and Beigin (1992) 
were used to record storybook reading behaviors (see Figures 1 and 2). During 
the storybook reading session, the observer tallied the number and nature 
of parent-child interactions. When children read (see Figure 2), the observer 
also tallied parents’ responses to children’s errors. After the storybook read- 
ing sessions, the observer holistically rated several other aspects of the ses- 
sions, such as interest and reading ability, by marking points on continua. 

Observers were employees of the ES programs who were well known 
to both parents and children. Families’ familiarity with observers and free 
choice of books to read enhance the validity of findings, as does the loca- 
tion of the storybook reading sessions in families’ homes. 

Observer training consisted of explaining and defining the constructs 
represented on the instruments and providing guided practice. In addition, 
we answered questions and offered informal support when asked. 

Despite the use of common instruments and the training offered observ- 
ers. some error in the data is likely. Raters’ understandings of the constructs 
have differed, for example; two raters might have drawn different holistic 
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Figure 1. Parent-Child Reading Observation (Parent Reads). 

Family Date 

Book Read 

Observed by 

Parent: always sometimes never 

reads fluently w/expression | 1 

encourages child’s involvement | 1 

high average low 

parent’s interest | 1 

child’s interest I 1 

Parent-child interactions focus on (tally): 

words 

story (literal) 

story (nonliteral) 

child’s experiences 

emotions 



Adapted from Lancy, D., & Bergen, C. (April, 1992). The role of parents in 
supporting beginning reading. Paper presented at the meeting of the Ameri- 
can Educational Research Association, San Francisco. 



conclusions about aspects of a storybook reading session. A conservative 
choice for data analysis is one way to diminish the impact of error. Conse- 
quently only percentages were calculated to analyze data resulting from the 
storybook observations, as opposed to statistical tests. We used visual in- 
spection of marks on continua to assign responses to categories (e.g., “al- 
ways,” “sometimes,” “never”). 



Results 



A summary of observations recorded while parents read storybooks is 
provided in Table 1 . As can be seen, low-literate parents typically chose books 
to read to their children that they could read fluently. More than half of the 
storybook sessions were “always” characterized by the observer as fluent 



reading; another third were “sometimes” fluent. Moreover, low-literate par- 
ents and their children maintained a very high degree of interest in storybook 
"g Hi ng sessions (80%- parents; 78%- children). 

lore than half (58%) of the observed parents “always” encouraged their 
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Figure 2. Parent-Child Reading Observation (Child Reads). 

Family Child 

Date Book Read 

Observed by 

Child: always sometimes never 

reads fluently w/expression | 1 

handles book properly | 1 

“reads” pictures | 1 

reads print I 1 

Parent-child interactions focus on (tally): 

words 

story (literal) 

story (nonliteral) 

child’s experiences 

emotions 

Parent error correction (tally): 

says “no;” asks child to repeat 

asks child to sound out 

helps child to sound out 

asks child to focus on meaning 

tells child word 

Adapted from Lancy, D., & Bergen, C. (April, 1992). The role of parents in 
supporting beginning reading. Paper presented at the meeting of the Ameri- 
can Educational Research Association, San Francisco. 



children to respond to the storybook reading. The nature of these parent-child 
interactions was primarily at a literal level: 33% of the interactions focused on 
single words and another 21% on literal information from the stories. 

A summary of observations recorded while children read storybooks is 
provided in Table 2. An assessment of children’s reading behaviors, such as 
whether they “read” pictures or read print, reveals that as a group, children 
were still developing into readers. Only 8% of the children “always” read 
print. The children’s book handling abilities were well developed. 

^ Parent-child interactions while children read were balanced among a 
■is on words, literal information, the child’s experiences, and the child’s 
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Table 1. Parents Read to Children 





Always 


Sometimes 


Never 


Parent reads fluently 
with expression (N=282) 


175 (62%) 


91 (32%) 


16 (6%) 


Parent encourages 
child’s response (N=288) 


168 (58%) 


83 (29%) 


37 (13%) 




High 


Average 


Low 


Parent’s interest (N=137) 


109 (80%) 


22 ( 16 %) 


6 (4%) 


Child’s interest (N=l45) 


113 (78%) 


27 (19%) 


5 (3%) 


Focus of Parent-Child interactions (N-288) 

words 33% child’s 


experiences 


15% 


story (literal) 21% 


emotions 


20% 



story (nonliteral) 14% 



Table 2. Children Read to Parents 


Children 


Always 


Sometimes 


Never/NA 


Reads fluently with 








expression (N=197) 


28 (14%) 


60 (30%) 


109 (55%) 


Handles book properly (N=276) 


199 (72%) 


50 (18%) 


27 (10%) 


“Reads” pictures (N=184) 


126 (68%) 


38 (21%) 


20 (11%) 


Reads print (N=259) 


22 (8%) 


44 (17%) 


193 (75%) 


Focus of parent-child interactions (N=269) 






words 24% 


child’s experiences 


19% 


story (literal) 20% 


emotions 


20% 


story (non-literal) 16% 








Parent error correction 








Says “no;” asks child to repeat 


13% 






Asks child to sound out 


11% 






Helps child to sound out 


27% 






Asks child to focus on meaning 


17% 






Tells child word 


32% 
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emotions. When compared to interactions while parents read, there was less 
focus on words (33% vs. 24%) and slightly more focus on children’s experi- 
ences (15% vs. 19%). 

Low-literate parents employed several correction strategies while their 
children read. Most often, they prompted some kind of phonic analysis, ei- 
ther by helping the child to sound a word out (27%) or asking the child to 
sound a word out (11%). Another frequent response to a child’s error was 
simply to provide the word (32%). 



Discussion 

The results of this study offer a portrait of how low-literate parents and 
their children behave during storybook reading sessions. Most aspects of the 
portrait are quite positive. Parent-child storybook interactions can be char- 
acterized as informal, informative, interactive, and enjoyable. All this pro- 
vides a firm foundation upon which to continue fostering children’s devel- 
oping knowledge about reading and parents’ expertise in scaffolding their 
children’s literacy learning. 

Results of the study also point to at least two areas, types of interactions 
and error correction strategies, where parents’ choices during interactions 
with their children might need further development. Fortunately, both these 
areas could easily become topics for study in family literacy programs. Re- 
sults of this study suggest that they should be. 

Parents frequently interacted with their children while reading, which 
most literacy educators would view as desirable. However, these interactions 
tended to focus on surface-level information (individual words or literal in- 
formation) from stories, especially when parents read to their children. Thus, 
low-literate parents may benefit from exploring the value of inferential or 
predictive responses to reading and from learning ways to encourage nonliteral 
response among their children. 

Literature circles or “book clubs” could be established in family literacy 
programs as a way to achieve both aims. Several family literacy programs 
have documented success with this model. For example, one component of 
the Beginning with Books project in Pittsburgh (Segel, 1994) is a parent Read- 
Aloud Club, in which parents read and discuss children’s literature, share 
ways to read aloud effectively, and brainstorm ideas for encouraging children’s 
response to the literature. 

Handel and Goldsmith’s (1988, 1994) Family Reading Workshop has 
similar emphases: 

The family reading workshop series uses children’s literature to promote 
reading development and integrates practice of all reading strategies into 
demonstrations and discussions of the books. . . . The informal sessions 
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not only provide familiarity with a wealth of good children’s books, but 
are often the first occasion for participants to share and discuss books 
in a nonjudgmental setting. Throughout the workshop experience 
participants are invited to construct meaning and to encourage their 
children to do the same. (^Handel & Goldsmith, 1994, p. 153) 

As part of their workshop experiences, parents in this program also keep 
track of questions they might ask their children during and after storybook 
reading sessions. 

In a project to help parents learn to read aloud in children’s school class- 
rooms, Krol-Sinclair (1996) detected a great deal of transfer to home reading 
situations. That is, parents used what they had learned about school reading 
situations in the home setting as well and consequently demonstrated more 
sophisticated interactions with their children at the end of the study. Thus, 
parental learning about reading to and with their children in one context is 
likely to generalize to other contexts. 

All three of these models feature common aspects. Each involves read- 
ing and discussing children’s literature. Each also includes attention to shar- 
ing or modeling response possibilities. And as part of each model, parents 
have opportunities to explore the nature of the reading process, for example, 
to learn why it’s good to invite nonliteral/inferential response to literature. 
As such, instruction based on models like these may help low-literate par- 
ents learn the value of nonliteral/inferential response and ways to interact 
with their children around nonliteral/inferential issues. 

Parents’ error correction strategies are the second aspect of their interac- 
tions with children that may need further support from literacy profession- 
als. Although the children in this study were, as a group, not independent 
readers, their parents most often encouraged phonic resolutions to problems 
children encountered. This suggests that low-literate parents may benefit from 
learning about the nature of emergent literacy and, perhaps, about options 
for helping young readers solve problems. With regard to the latter, the best 
advice for parents listening to young children read is probably to tell them 
the words they need, and, if they so choose, return to unknown words at 
the end of the session. 

This advice, of course, is based on understandings about young children’s 
development into reading, which itself could be a curricular focus in family 
literacy programs. Through reading, observation, and discussion, parents can 
learn that becoming literate is a natural and developmental process. They can 
also learn about ways to support their children’s early attempts at reading. 

Early childhood educators recommend parent-child reading as a way to 
foster children’s literacy development. Adult educators also see potential for 
O th for low-literate parents in storybook reading sessions (e.g., Dickinson, 
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1994). For these benefits to be realized, however, parents need more than 
just admonitions to read to their children. They need knowledge of the reading 
process and early literacy development. They also need to understand their 
options when reading to and with their children. Parents can learn about the 
value of different types of interactions and discussions during storybook 
reading, for example. Addressing these issues can and perhaps should be- 
come curricular goals in family literacy programs. 

In this study we attempted to describe the nature of parent-child read 
alouds in Even Start families. We found that the low-literate parents we ob- 
served responded positively to the information they received in their programs 
regarding reading with their children. Moreover, we found that the level and 
type of parent-child interaction during reading should lead to children’s fur- 
ther development in literacy. These findings are encouraging and should be 
viewed as a call for further research, especially research that addresses the 
impact of parent education, and for more family literacy initiatives. 
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Abstract 

Perceptions of reading and writing affect the literacy learning of adults 
who attend literacy classes. This article reports part of a study of eleven low- 
income parents of varying reading levels who were enrolled in a family lit- 
eracy program. By writing responses to structured prompts given in daily 
dialogue journals, these parents described their literacy attitudes, beliefs, and 
behaviors. Seventy-two percent of the parents enjoyed reading for informa- 
tion on topics of their interest . While eight of the parents engaged in writing 
activites only as necessary, both high-level and low-level readers enjoyed re- 
flective writing. In general, these parents recognized that effective readers and 
writers use strategies and attach meaning to the act of reading and writing. 
Regardless of reading levels, preference and attitude toward reading and writ- 
ing tended to influence the variety of materials participants read. 



ult and family literacy programs strive to meet the learning needs of 



participants. However, understanding adult literacy learners may be im- 
peded by long-standing perceptions, or misperceptions, of low-income adults 
who attend literacy classes. These include that program participants may not 
value literacy in the same ways as adults who are gainfully employed and/ 
or not dependent on welfare; that literacy behaviors of welfare-dependent 
adults may be limited to simple functional reading and writing such as read- 
ing the mail and filling out forms; and that reading and writing to learn or for 
simple enjoyment may be rare or nonexistent literacy behaviors. This article 
describes one aspect of a larger study (Linder, 1996) of low-income parents 
in a family literacy program who wrote daily in dialogue journals with their 
education teacher. Analysis of the journal entries revealed how these 




ERIC 




120 Exploring Literacy 



parents felt about reading and writing, their perceptions of effective reading 
and writing behaviors, and their descriptions of their own literacy behaviors. 
The article concludes with a comparison of the parents’ literacy attitudes, 
beliefs, and behaviors with those of adults in general. Further, it details some 
implications for planning effective adult and family literacy programs. 



Theoretical Framework 

Adult and family literacy programs often are initiated with the hope of 
helping families rise out of poverty through raising literacy levels of eco- 
nomically dependent families (Brizius & Foster, 1993). Studies of low-income 
families indicate a variety of literacy levels, perceptions about literacy learn- 
ing, and literacy behaviors that may be similar or dissimilar to families who 
are economically independent (Heath, 1983; Purcell-Gates, L’Allier, & Smith, 
1995; Taylor & Dorsey-Gaines, 1988). However, assumptions that low-literacy 
levels account for economic dependence may not be addressing what fami- 
lies who depend on welfare need to rise out of poverty (Auerbach, 1995). 
Exploring how literacy perceptions of parents dependent on welfare are the 
same or different than economically independent adults may provide clues 
into how these families may be better served in effective literacy programs. 

Attitudes toward reading and writing vary widely among adults. Adults 
may use literacy for functioning in the work place, in daily life, and in recre- 
ational activity. Smith (1990) found that most adults who like to read will 
read often and from a variety of materials such as books, newspapers, and 
magazines. However, adults who do not like to read tend to find other sources 
of information such as radio, television, friends, and co-workers (Smith, 1996). 
Adults with low literacy levels have been found to have misperceptions of 
reading and writing processes that affect how they approach literacy learn- 
ing (Fagan, 1988). 



Purposes of the Study/Research Questions 

The purpose of this study, therefore, was to explore the literacy attitudes 
and beliefs of parents in a family literacy program. Dialogue journals were used 
as a data source because dialoguing by writing informally in journals with a teacher/ 
expert has been found to be an effective way to promote literacy learning for 
students of all ages (Gambrell, 1985; Staton, 1987). Several studies document 
the effectiveness of dialogue journal writing in elementary, secondary, ESL, 
and college classrooms (Bean & Zulich, 1992; Bode, 1989; Hennings, 1992; 
Jones, 1988; Kreeft, Shuy, Staton, Reed & Morroy, 1984; Lee & Zuercher, 1993 ; 
Peyton & Staton, 1993). However, little has been documented regarding the 
of dialogue journals with low-income and/or low-level reading adults in 
icy classes (Linder, 1996). Research questions included: 
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1 . What attitudes about reading and writing did these parents describe? 

2. What did these parents perceive as good reading and writing? 

3. What did they believe they needed to improve their own reading 
and writing? 

4. How did they describe the nature of their daily literacy behaviors? 

The Study 

A community outreach center in a small suburb in northeast Ohio served 
as the site for the family literacy program. Participants in the study were ten 
mothers and one grandmother of pre-school and school-aged children. The 
parents, who all received government assistance, enrolled voluntarily in the 
family literacy program and in the study. The ages of the participants ranged 
from 21 to 55 years. Most mothers were in their middle to late thirties. Six 
were African-American and five were Caucasian. 

Classes in the family literacy program met four days per week through- 
out the school year. The program itself followed the Kenan Trust model 
program (National Center for Family Literacy, 1994) and had four compo- 
nents: Adult Education class; Early Childhood Education class; Parent & Child 
Interaction Time (PACT); and a Parent Education/Support class. 

Dialogue journal writing was a daily activity in the adult education class. 
For the first 15 minutes of every class, the participants wrote in their jour- 
nals. They initiated their own freely chosen topics or responded to ques- 
tions or comments the teacher had written. Each day the teacher responded 
in writing to participants’ entries. Confidentiality was strictly maintained and 
an informal letter writing format was used. 

For the purposes of this study, approximate reading levels were derived 
from year-end Tests of Adult Basic Education (TABE) (CTB/McGraw-Hill, 1987) 
and Comprehensive Adult Student Assessment System (CASAS) (Life Skills/ 
CASAS, 1989) scores. These tests were administered periodically and were 
required by the agency sponsoring the family literacy program. In this pro- 
gram, TABE scores were interpreted as academic grade equivalent scores 
while CASAS scores referred to levels of functional reading competence below 
approximately 6th grade equivalency. Table 1 shows the participants’ read- 
ing levels. All names are pseudonyms. 

Tina, Lisa, Maxine, and Molly had earned high school diplomas. For a 
variety of personal reasons, they entered the program in order to review their 
skills as their first step toward improving their lives for themselves and their 
children. In spite of having earned a high school diploma, Molly scored at 
the lowest reading level. All of the other participants expected to eventually 
earn a G.E.D. so they could apply for jobs and become independent of gov- 
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Table 1. Approximate Reading Levels of Parents 



Level 


Parent 


TABE/GE Score 2 


CASAS/Level Score b 


High 


Tina 


12.9 




High 


Lisa 


12.9 




High 


Maxine 


12.9 




Mid 


Judy 


10.6 




Mid 


Becky 


10.4 




Mid 


Janet 


9.0 




Mid 


Patsy 


8.2 




Low 


Holly 




Level D 


Low 


Sharon 




Level C 


Low 


Roxanne 




Level C 


Low 


Molly 




Level C 



a grade equivalencies h reading levels 



To elicit responses that would answer the questions regarding their own 
literacy perceptions and descriptions of their literacy behaviors, eight prompts 
were designed. On each of eight days, the parents responded to one of the 
prompts during their journal writing time. These responses were analyzed 
according to the constant comparative method (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Strauss 
& Corbin, 1990). 

Results/Findings: Categories of Responses 

Analysis of the journal entries provided a picaire of how these parents 
viewed reading and writing. Quotations taken from written responses are 
recorded exactly as written to preserve the flavor of the parents’ writing. 

How the Parents Felt About Reading and Writing 

Several categories or reasons for reading and writing emerged from 
analysis of responses to Prompts 1 and 2, which addressed the parents’ atti- 
tudes toward reading and writing: 

Prompt 1: Why do you read? Do you like reading? Why or why not? 

Prompt 2: Why do you write? Do you like writing? Why or why not? 

One common reason given for both was to improve their skills as read- 
ers and writers. Roxanne, a low-level reader, wrote that she read to “be a 
better reader.” She also reported that writing helped her become better at 
spelling. Tina, a high-level reader, on the other hand, said she read in order 
to “expand my mind.” 

Several participants wrote that reading and writing were activities they 
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used for escape, for relaxation, and to relieve the tensions of daily life. Tina 
found reading as a way to “divert my mind from my problems.” Judy, a mid- 
level reader, claimed she used writing “to let off steam.” Sharon, a low-level 
reader, and Janet, a mid-level reader, found writing to be “something to do” 
to pass the time. 

Two high-level readers claimed they read because reading had been 
modeled to them in their childhood. Tina wrote she had “been reading since 
I was a child.” Lisa claimed, “There was always reading in my home.” 

Many parents wrote that they used reading and writing because of the 
utility of literacy. For example, 45% of the parents reported reading to get 
information. Roxanne wrote about reading “to keep up with what’s going 
on in the world” and “to understand what other people have been going 
through.” Lisa, who already had achieved a high literacy level, read “for learn- 
ing” while Molly, a low-level reader, read “to find out things [you] can only 
get from reading.” 

Twenty-seven percent of the parents recognized the utility of communi- 
cating through writing. Judy used writing “to get my point across.” In class 
Judy verbally reacted to issues and situations and used the opportunity of 
writing in the journal to explain her positions on several topics. 

The parents had mixed responses to whether or not they liked reading 
and writing. Eighty-two percent, regardless of reading level, claimed they 
liked to read. Becky, a midlevel reader, wrote that she “live[d] to read.” In- 
deed, she read several books and their sequels on her own after they had 
been read aloud in class. On class trips to the public library, she selected 
children’s literature to read and did research on expository topics of her own 
interest. Perhaps assuming others liked reading as much as she did, Becky 
sat around the lunch table chatting about the latest book she had read. 

Seventy-five percent of the mid-level and low-level readers said they liked 
writing occasionally or wrote only when they had a need. Roxanne wrote, “I 
wright [sic] when I have something to say.” Becky, who “lived to read,” said 
she would write “only if the subject is good.” 

Patsy, a mid-level reader, wrote some interesting responses regarding 
reading and writing: “ I don’t like to read” because “it takes a lot of time. I’m 
a slow reader.” In addition, she liked to write “only when I have to” and 
explained that she wrote “short things like cards to bring happiness to people.” 
Maxine, a high-level reader who claimed to read voraciously, wrote twice 
that she did not like to write. “I can get my point across better in person,” 
she wrote. Maxine attended only 11 of the 24 scheduled classes during the 
six- week study. Yet she wrote 11 journal responses during that period. 

Three participants claimed they liked to write very much. Sharon, a low- 
i^^Y^der, wrote “I do it every chance I get at home.” In another entry, she 
FRIC 1 would rather write than talk.” Sharon rarely volunteered oral re- 
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sponses to whole-group discussions during class. However she occupied 
much of her time writing in her journal and writing self-selected workbook 
assignments. She seemed comfortable working one-on-one with the teacher 
or with a peer. Two high level readers, Lisa and Tina, consistently read and 
wrote throughout all their classwork. Their journal entries were lengthy and 
detailed. Tina wrote that she used the “daily journal writing for material for 
my book.” This book was discussed on at least five occasions in her journal. 
Lisa wrote she “craved reading when I was young and found writing activi- 
ties.” Lisa’s journal entries showed that she appeared to use reading and writing 
for personal problem-solving as well as exploring new academic learning. 

What Good Readers and Writers Do 

The participants revealed several beliefs about reading and writing when 
they responded to Prompts 3 and 4 which asked about their perceptions of 
good reading and writing: 

Prompt 3: What do you think good readers do when they read? 

Prompt 4: What do you think good writers do when they write? 

Sixty-four percent recognized that good readers and writers use strate- 
gies. Holly, a low-level reader, thought good readers “look over the book 
before they start; pick out the words they don’t know; ask lots of questions.” 
Roxanne, another low-level reader, believed good readers “pick out the good 
points; read the back; get an idea what the book is about.” Several parents 
believed good readers predict what will happen. A good reader “wonders, 
thinks a lot” Sharon wrote. Patsy believed a good reader would “put self in 
place of the story.” 

Three parents recognized that good readers have different purposes for 
reading. Maxine wrote good readers “read different things for different rea- 
sons,” while Holly wrote that good readers “study lots of different tilings.” 

Fifty-five percent of the participants believed good readers read for en- 
joyment. Lisa wrote they “LOVE to read.” Janet claimed good readers “enjoy 
it” and Tina acknowledged good readers “read with interest.” Two low-level 
readers observed what the good readers in the class did. “They read lots of 
books,” Holly reported. Sharon wrote, “They laugh alot [sic] when reading.” 

When asked about writing, 36% of the participants said they believed 
good writers use some pre -writing strategies. Sharon wrote that good writ- 
ers “really think alot [sic ] about what there [sic ] going to write.” Tina believed 
good writers “write their thoughts and organize them.” Holly suggested good 
writers “gather good information from different tilings.” Roxanne thought 
good writers “do a lot of research; read a lot of books; maybe make clus- 
ters.” 

In addition to strategy use, three parents believed good writers use the 
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grammar.” Maxine believed good writing “should have an opening introduc- 
tion for interest.” Patsy thought good story writing should “always have a 
beginning, middle, and end.” 

Four participants recognized that good writers write for meaning. “You 
got [sic ] to have a feeling for writing,” Becky wrote. Janet believed that good 
writers “write things that make sense and are understandable.” Good writers 
“get enough detail to make the writing clear,” Maxine wrote. Perhaps the 
most sophisticated response was Lisa’s: good writers “understand the reader.” 

Becoming Better Readers and Writers 

Prompts 7 and 8 were designed to elicit responses regarding what the 
participants believed would help them improve their own reading and writ- 
ing. 

Prompt 7: What do you think you will need to be a better reader? 

Prompt 8: What do you think you will need to be a better writer? 

The participants reported several needs. In order to be better readers, 
four participants said they needed help with decoding skills. Holly and Becky 
wrote about needing “help with spelling.” Becky added that spelling might 
help her “pronounce words.” To be better readers, Sharon and Patsy reported 
they needed to “know alot/szc/of different words.” 

Like decoding skills for better reading, four participants wrote about 
needing mechanical skills for better writing. “Spelling” topped the list of 
Becky’s, Sharon’s, and Patsy’s needs. While Becky and Patsy wrote that they 
could use “more English,” Janet wrote she needed “better vocabulary and 
punctuation” in order to improve her writing. Patsy recognized a need for 
editing when she wrote, “I need someone to check my writing.” 

Two participants believed they needed comprehension skills for better 
reading while four reported needing process skills for better writing. Becky 
thought she would be a better reader if “I understand what I’m reading.” Lisa 
felt her reading would improve with more “memory.” Becky needed the 
process skills of “sequencing ideas, main characters, and know[ing] the genre” 
to improve her writing. Lisa believed having “a burning desire of an idea” 
would help her write. Roxanne wrote of the connection between reading 
and writing when she suggested she needed to “read more and understand 
what to wright [sic] about; know what to wright [sic] and what to wright [sic] 
about.” 

Practice played a role in improving both reading and writing. Sharon 
wrote, “I need to read a lot of things, some very nice books.” About improv- 
ing her writing, Sharon added, “I need to write more.” Roxanne wrote that 
she needed to “read more, need time to read at home.” 

Two parents thought they needed special materials in order to be better 
. Molly wrote that “lots of good stories, good books” would be needed. 
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Janet, one of the older participants, wrote she would be a better reader if 
she had “new glasses.” 

Three low-level readers perceived a relationship between good writing 
and good handwriting. In order to be better writers, Molly and Sharon both 
wrote they needed “good handwriting.” Holly wrote she needed “lots of 
practice with writing in cursive.” 

Reading and Writing Behaviors 

Lastly, Prompts 5 and 6 asked die parents to describe dieir daily reading 
and writing behaviors. 

Prompt 5: What kinds of diings do you read? Why? 

Prompt 6: What kinds of diings do you write? Why? 

Seven parents responded that they read useful informative materials. 
Maxine, a high-level reader, reported her reading consisted of “informative 
things.” Similarly, Roxanne, a low-level reader, reported she read “diings diat 
tell real things.” Janet and Sharon wrote about reading newspapers and 
magazines. Patsy specified she read “the Newsleader, flyers, cards, Bible sto- 
ries, etc.” When asked why they read such things, a typical response was 
“because short tilings don’t take much time.” In her journal, Tina reported 
reading The Wall Street Journal. She explained that, although she didn’t have 
die money to invest at this time, she still liked keeping up on financial mat- 
ters. 

Short things appeared to dominate the types of writing that 45% of par- 
ticipants attempted. This functional writing consisted of notes, lists, and let- 
ters. Roxanne wrote, “ I wright [sic] notes to people,” while Judy shared that 
she wrote “grocery lists and notes to teachers.” Patsy’s functional writing con- 
sisted of “this journal, notes for my kids, cards, and tilings to give answers.” 
Janet and Sharon listed some functional and entertaining writing such as “let- 
ters, questionnaires, and search words.” The participants’ most common re- 
sponse to why they wrote was “because I have to.” 

Seventy-two percent of the participants reported reading materials that 
were interesting to them and 64% wrote pieces that required reflective thinking. 
Roxanne wrote that she liked reading “things that get down to die good stuff’ 
while Judy concurred she liked reading “things that are steamy.” Judy said 
she read “steamy” fiction books and magazines because “diey’re interesting 
to me.” Sharon wrote about reading “mysteries and funny diings” and she 
was observed reading those materials during her free time in class. Janet said 
she liked reading “children’s books.” On several occasions when die teacher 
shared children’s literature with die group, Janet said, “I read diat.” Holly, 
who collected weekly newspaper renditions of fairy tales into a litde book 
for her son, wrote that she liked reading “fairy tales, fiction, action stories, 
stories, and stories for my son.” She read all these things to “build my 

ERIC 




Patricia £. Linder 127 



own reading skill so my son will be able to read, write, and tell stories.” 
Two high-level readers named authors they liked to read. Lisa read 
Stephen King’s novels because they “make you think about the world around 
you.” Tina read V. C. Andrews novels because “you cannot predict what will 
happen.” She also read several novels by Kathryn Friedman. Tina found 
Friedman’s works “interesting” but added, “I’m getting tired of her themes.” 
Seven participants reported reflective writing in and out of class. Refer- 
ring to what she wrote in her journal, Roxanne enjoyed writing “things that 
happen to me in my life.” On her own time, Judy said she wrote many “love 
letters to [her] husband.” Either through classroom discussions or through 
independent reading, Becky became intrigued by topics such as the Titanic 
disaster, cardiovascular health, and Elizabeth Taylor. On her own volition, she 
researched die topics and wrote essays. In her journal she wrote she would 
rather read than write and saved writing for “only subjects of interest.” 

A prolific writer, Lisa responded she had “a wish to write everything I 
think about.” She did this because of a “need to control my stream-of-con- 
sciousness thinking.” Lisa’s journal entries were generally lengthy and highly 
reflective. She admitted staying up nights to write in her personal journal as 
a way of expressing herself and working through her problems. Tina, an- 
odier prolific writer, wrote lengthy classroom dialogue journal entries and 
kept a personal journal as well. She, too, used journal writing for working 
through her problems but also planned to use the daily records as “material 
for a novel.” 

Holly, one of the low-level readers, also used her dialogue journal for 
self-expression. In an early journal entry she wrote about her life in Barba- 
dos and her immigration to the United States. Nearly every entry included 
detailed information about her toddler son. In response to the prompt about 
what she wrote and why, Holly reported she liked to write “about my home, 
family, and son. It is so amazing watching him grow from a tiny thing.” 

Limitations 

This study had several limitations. The findings of this descriptive study 
of 11 participants cannot be generalized to all adult and family literacy pro- 
grams. Furthermore, this group of parents included three high-level readers 
and did not include the very lowest-level readers who typify many adult lit- 
eracy classes. Yet this composition of readers yielded some interesting con- 
trasts regarding adult literacy attitudes, perceptions, and behaviors. 

After a year of being immersed in literacy learning, the participant’s journal 
entries demonstrated many literacy attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors that could 
be expected from students who had been instructed in the elements of the 
lg and writing processes. For instance, Roxanne thought good writers 
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“probably make clusters.” Pre-writing organizational skills had been discussed 
and practiced in whole-group activities. Becky could research topics of in- 
terest to her because the opportunity to do so was available in the context of 
the family literacy program. In addition, the audience for the parents’ writing 
was their teacher, which may have encouraged them to respond to the 
prompts as if they were being tested on their instruction. If the study had 
been conducted at the beginning of the school year, the responses may have 
been quite different. 



Conclusions 



A previous study of low-level adult readers (Fagan, 1988) suggested these 
readers may not connect strategy use and meaning to the act of reading and 
writing. Low-level readers in Fagan’s study thought good reading was sound- 
ing out the words and good writing was good spelling and good handwrit- 
ing. By contrast, in the current study, even low-level readers believed good 
readers and writers use strategies and read for meaning. However, while 
readers at all levels recognized the need for spelling and decoding skills, the 
three low-level readers mentioned needing good handwriting to be better 
writers. Readers at all levels listed several reading and writing strategies that 
they used and/or believed good readers and writers used. They displayed 
both their knowledge of reading and writing strategies and their metacognitive 
awareness of using these strategies. Finally, low-level readers in this study 
clearly attached meaning and purpose to the act of reading and writing. Holly 
believed good readers “study lots of different things.” Roxanne wrote about 
good readers “asking lots of questions.” Janet wrote that good writers “write 
things that make sense and are understandable.” 

Smith (1990) found that less proficient readers tended to limit their read- 
ing to functional use rather than enjoyment. However, choosing to read for 
enjoyment and enrichment was not limited to the proficient readers in this 



study. Holly, a low-level reader, chose to read several different types of fic- 
tion and non-fiction materials. This appeared to be part of her quest to un- 
derstand the culaire of the United States and provide rich learning experiences 
for her young son. Roxanne reported she liked to read so that she could “keep 
up with what’s going on in the world and understand what other people have 
been going through.” Becky wrote that she “live[d] to read.” She even discussed 
her latest readings informally with her peers during several lunch periods. As 
in the Smith (1996) study, the classroom morning newspaper was regularly 
perused by several parents regardless of their reading levels. 

Like many adult readers and writers, the majority of this group wrote 
only when they “had to.” However, two high-level readers were prolific writers 
O wo lower-level readers chose writing as a form of entertainment. On 
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the other hand, one high-level reader rejected writing as a form of commu- 
nication or entertainment. 

Thus, the attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors of these adults regarding reading 
and writing varied widely and did not necessarily reflect their proficiency 
levels. It seems their perceptions of good reading and writing grew partly 
out of their experience in the family literacy classroom. Their behaviors were 
more in line with their preferences than their proficiencies; these behaviors 
were consistent with their attitudes. In essence those who liked reading and 
writing read and wrote often and read from a variety of materials regardless 
of their proficiency levels. Those who reported they didn't care to read or 
write, also reported they read or wrote only when necessary. 

By having the opportunity to write on a frequent basis and in the non- 
threatening format of the dialogue journal, these participants were able to 
express their learning needs in their own voices. The voice of the partici- 
pants responding through dialogue journaling was also used to inform in- 
structional design throughout the year, which facilitated a participatory cur- 
riculum (Auerbach, 1992). In other words, the journal entries told and showed 
what this group of learners needed on a daily basis. This picture and knowl- 
edge of their needs enabled the teacher to plan instruction that had immedi- 
ate relevance. 



Implications 

When serving the needs of parents in a family literacy program, it may 
be important to consider how literacy attitudes and preferences affect perfor- 
mance. Understanding adults' motivation for reading and writing and meet- 
ing their affective learning needs may play an important role. For instance, in 
this study Holly saw everything she learned and did in class as something that 
would help her create a better life for her son. She wanted to “build my own 
reading skill so my son will be able to read, write, and tell stories.” Roxanne 
struggled with reading and writing as a way to improve herself and enter the 
camaraderie of this community of learners. She reported needing to improve 
her skills so that she could “know what's going on in the world.” 

In order to serve the needs of adult learners, it also would be helpful to 
know why learners enter literacy programs and what becomes and/or re- 
mains important as they continue their literacy studies. Using literacy for 
relevancy to practical and affective needs appeared to be important to this 
group of learners. A productive area for future study or investigation might 
be motivation and attribution as related to adult literacy learning environ- 
ments. 

These learners attached meaning to reading and writing, recognized the 
® of strategies, and specifically suggested they needed help with spelling, 
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decoding, and process skills in order to improve their literacy learning. They 
also displayed well-developed perceptions of reading and writing processes. 
This may have enabled them to articulate their literacy learning needs. Analysis 
of dialogue journals in other adult literacy populations might reveal different 
needs and provide further clues to effective instruction. 

When planning instruction for effective adult and family literacy pro- 
grams, agencies should consider the practical and affective learning needs 
of the parents and children rather than focusing solely on school-based lit- 
eracy learning. To be effective for adults, in particular, learning must have 
some immediate relevance to daily life requirements (Auerbach, 1989, 1995; 
Linder & Elish-Piper, 1995). In this small group of adult learners, a positive 
attitude toward reading and writing was associated with literacy engagement. 
Literacy programs that meet the practical, affective, and immediate needs of 
adults for themselves and their children may help create positive attitudes 
necessary to sustain continued engagement in reading and writing. This 
continued engagement could contribute to enabling parents to become life- 
long learners who would be better prepared to pass the legacy of literacy on 
to their children. 
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Coherence: One Aspect Examined 
of the Textual Features 
of Electronic Messages 



The phenomenal growth of personal computers and networks has made 
electronic mail (e-mail) communication a part of the daily lives of millions of 
users around the world. Noticing the potential benefits e-mail communica- 
tion will bring into schools and colleges, educators and educational researchers 
have been making efforts to bring e-mail into educational settings (D’Souza, 
1991; Fey, 1994; Hawisher & Moran, 1993). E-mail has been used to teach 
writing, broaden students’ perspectives by connecting them with people 
beyond their classrooms, facilitate collaboration, and understand pre-service 
teachers’ reflective processes. Despite the wide-spread use of e-mail com- 
munication in education, quality research of e-mail and its effects on educa- 
tion is much needed yet still to come (Herring, 1996a; Tao, 1995), particu- 
larly on the textual nature of e-mail messages. 

Textual nature of e-mail refers to the fact that e-mail messages are com- 
posed of words rather than graphics. It has been listed as one of the charac- 
teristics of e-mail communication (Garton & Wellman, 1995). However, re- 
searchers in education have focused more on the social aspects of e-mail in 
educational settings than on its textual nature, which is mentioned, if at all, 
in a more or less after-thought manner. For example, Hawisher and Moran 
(1993) remarked from their own observations that e-mail messages are frag- 
mentary, lacking coherence, and distractive. Romiszowski and de Haas (1989) 
made similar observations concerning students’ use of e-mail. Wilkins (1991) 
examined students’ language use on e-mail communication using social-lin- 
guistic perspective, identified some informal language features. Yates and 
Orlikowski (1992) suggested that e-mail messages should be studied from a 
genre perspective by classifying them according to their different character- 
istics such as memo, letters, and so forth. 

Recently there have been some initial attempts at a systematic study of 
il’s textual features (Collot & Belmore, 1996; Herring, 1996b; Yates, 1996). 

)t and Belmore (1996) examined six dimensions of electronic language 



Liqing Tao 



Western Kentucky University 





Liqing Tao 133 



in a large corpus of electronic messages using an established written lan- 
guage and spoken language model. Yates (1996) used a Hallidayan model 
in examining another large corpus of electronic messages. Both of these studies 
found wide variation in electronic language along the written and spoken 
continuum. Herring (1996b) used electronic messages from two mailing lists 
to look for any basic e-mail message structures and for gender differences as 
reflected through variants of the basic structures. Yet up to now, e-mail stud- 
ies have not closely examined one of the most important textual features of 
communication: coherence. Herring’s study (1996b) touched on the concept 
of coherence, but her focus was more on discovering the basic e-mail message 
structures as a whole. The present study investigates the coherence of a group 
of e-mail messages taken from an academic list serve under one topic. 

Theoretical Framework 

Coherence is an important contributor to the comprehension of a text. 
Different communication models may demonstrate different techniques in 
realizing coherence. For example, traditional written texts cannot depend upon 
immediate feedback such as facial expressions for comprehending discourse 
as oral conversations can. Therefore, knowledge of the degree of coherence 
in e-mail texts would contribute to successful communication via e-mail. 

A word of clarification regarding the terms coherence and cohesion is in 
order here. Coherence and cohesion are sometimes used loosely in describing the 
connectedness of a discourse. Here we are adopting Campbell’s (1995) discussion 
concerning the nature of coherence and cohesion because it is clear and 
practical. In Campbell’s classification, cohesion is co-textual, referring to lin- 
guistic elements within a discourse. While coherence is contextual and points 
to the mental representation these elements create in a reader or receiver. 

Conventional discourse analyses of cohesion and coherence have been 
performed with some success (Halliday & Hasan, 1976; Kintsch & van Dijk, 
1978). For example, the typology of cohesive types identified by Halliday 
and Hasan (1976) have been consistently applied to text analysis (see 
Campbell, 1995). Kintsch and van Dijk’s macro and micro structures depend 
upon propositions in a text for coherence and have been used extensively 
in text research. However, as some researchers (Campbell, 1995; Stoddard, 
1991) have pointed out, Halliday and Hasan’s cohesion theory and other 
theories of similar nature have very limited applicability to naturally occur- 
ring text. For instance, Campbell (1995) has observed that Halliday and Hasan’s 
extensive cohesive ties in discourse analysis are only applicable in analyzing 
a short text and would be severely restricted in application to any longer 
text. Likewise, the propositional approach of Kintsch and van Dijk (1978) is 
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Based on his understanding of the limitations of Halliday and Hasan’s 
(1976) original schema, Campbell (1995) has suggested that continuity be 
consdiered as an aspect of coherence. Two of the most salient and interest- 
ing elements he points out in discourse analysis are based upon Gestalt’s 
perception of continuity: similarity and proximity. Within a discourse, ac- 
cording to Campbell, similarity refers to the semantic, syntactic, and even 
visual parallels while proximity refers to the spatial perceptions of the ele- 
ments similarity. It is mainly the function of similarity and proximity that 
establishes the continuity of a discourse and the reader’s perception of con- 
tinuity. A high level of similarity within a discourse makes the discourse more 
coherent than a low level of similarity. Likewise, the proximity also provides 
an indication of coherence. The present study adopts Campbell’s perception 
of continuity with appropriate modifications in discussing the coherence is- 
sue in e-mail messages. 

Before we proceed, it is necessary to look at the physical and concep- 
tual similarities and differences between conventional written discourse and 
e-mail messages taken from a list serve discussion group (see Table 1). 

First both conventional and e-mail discourse are written, and therefore 
share the same visual symbols (here they are the 2 6 English letters), which 
are presented on a surface, whether the surface be a piece of paper or a 
computer screen. Second, the grouping of these symbols involves the same 
grammatical rules (such as punctuation and capitalization) in either form of 
written discourse. Third, like conventional written discourse, e-mail messages 
can be reread and preserved for future reference or use. This latter feature 
helps the text overcome the barrier of time and space. 



Table 1. Features of Three Discourse Types 





Written 


E-mail 


Spoken 


Visual presentation 


+ 


+ 




Uses punctuation 


+ 


+ 




Timelessness 


+ 


+ 




Single author 


+ 


* 




Smileys 




+ 




Multiple participants 




+ 


+ 


Interactiveness 




* 


+ 


Synchronity 




* 


+ 


Use of tone 






+ 


Uses nonverbal expressions 




+ 




Uses sound 






+ 



Q mature of this discourse type. 

metimes a feature of this discourse type . 
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The differences between e-mail messages and conventional written dis- 
course stem from the interactive or semi-interactive nature of e-mail. E-mail 
messages are usually written with a clearer audience in “sight”: the partici- 
pants in the discussion group. Participants can always “drop in” for the dis- 
cussion. Thus, e-mail messages usually represent multiple voices, and con- 
sequently multiple styles, rather than a single voice and style as in conven- 
tional discourse forms, such as a paper. People join in e-mail discussions 
from different places and at their own convenience. Due to this participa- 
tion pattern, e-mail messages are usually written in a more casual way than 
a formal written text. Less attention is allocated to spellings in e-mail situa- 
tion than in conventional writings. 

A closer look at the differences between e-mail messages and written 
discourses reveals that these differences move e-mail messages more toward 
conversation or spoken discourse. When multiple voices are represented in 
a group of e-mail messages, they are similar to a conversation carried on by 
multiple interlocutors. The casual styles of e-mail messages also resemble 
those of conversation. However, e-mail messages have characteristics which 
differ from conversations. First, e-mail is not as interactive as a face-to-face 
or phone conversation. Because most of the e-mail messages in a discussion 
group are sent at the sender’s convenience, e-mail discussions do not en- 
gage participants at the same time. Second, unlike a conversation, e-mail 
messages are not as evanescent as usual conversation and can be kept be- 
yond the time when they were produced. 

Considering the nature of their text-based representations, e-mail mes- 
sages should be subject to discourse analysis using traditional methods in 
regard to the message coherence. However, the textual nature of e-mail 
messages is such that multiple styles are represented in a lengthy body of 
texts. Traditional discourse analysis methods of either cohesive types or the 
propositional approach do not provide an appropriate analysis of this spe- 
cial discourse form because traditional methods are limited in their applica- 
tion to lengthy text and multiple styles. 

But with the concepts of similarity and proximity introduced by Campbell 
(1995), it is possible to analyze for coherence the e-mail messages from a 
discussion group. Because e-mail messages from a discussion group, though 
with multiple styles, are all concerned with a similar topic, we can recognize 
common recurring themes using the similarity principle. The proximity prin- 
ciple is another useful measurement for multiple messages, which might be 
on a similar theme but composed at a different time and with other mes- 
sages set in between them. 

The present study investigated coherence in e-mail messages by em- 
Campbell’s (1995) similarity and proximity principles. Specifically, 
earch questions guiding this study were: 
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1) Were e-mail messages from a discussion group under a similar topic 
coherent? 

2) How were the e-mail messages measured in terms of coherence us- 
ing similarity and proximity principles? 

Method and Procedures 

Discussions on an instructional technology list-serve were monitored for 
one month. The instructional technology list-serve is an open forum with 
several hundred subscribers across the world. Participants are mostly aca- 
demic professionals and other professionals associated with the list’s focus 
on instructional technology. 

E-mail discussion messages on several topics were collected during the 
monitoring. Although this study focused on one topic, the others were col- 
lected for the sake of making meaningful comparisons in terms of the length 
and duration of the discussions on these topics. The discussions around a 
topic were defined as all the messages that bear the same title or slightly 
altered title in the title line of the e-mail messages. The group of e-mail 
messages examined was under the title “No Jokes” and contained 24 mes- 
sages ranging from 11 words to 887 words. This group was comparable to 
messages contained in the other topical discussions monitored. The other 
two groups collected at the same time were “Mastery Learning” (28 mes- 
sages, ranging from 14 to 1438 words) and “Learner-Center Education” (30 
messages, ranging from 45 to 1420 words). 

The targeted body of e-mail messages was scrutinized for themes by 
employing a qualitative content analysis procedure. In this study, the data 
were not exhausted to the point of saturation as the grounded analysis (Strauss 
& Corbin, 1990) would dictate. However, repeated readings were done over 
a period of 4 weeks to identify possible themes. A definition for the themes 
was established. A simple count of frequency of the themes was used after 
the themes were identified. A theme was defined as the idea that was dis- 
tinctly the central subject of a discourse or discussion. The following example 
illustrated the theme of “lack of humor in instructional design”: 

One of the problems I’ve always had with Instructional Design is its 
total lack of humour. It’s not simply because ID textbooks don’t con- 
tain any jokes (in fact no text seems to be complete without a cliched 
reprint from Peanuts or Calvin & Hobbes), but it’s because all the in- 
structional designers I know totally neglect the value of humour as a 
teaching tool. I once went to an instructional design conference and 
the best joke was an OHP of a recursive loop. 

Sometimes a discourse had more than one theme. Usually a new theme 

: realized through another message focusing on a subordinate idea in a 
Vious message. For example, the above paragraph was quoted in mes- 
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sage number six but was given a new twist for a different theme, “Complaint 
about high cost of reprint”: 

That’s a great idea, who wants to pay for the rights to use the cartoon? 
Anything that is reprinted in a book usually is done so at a hefty price. 
For example, we wanted to reprint a sample word problem from a 
math book (about 1/2 page in length) and the publisher wanted $500+. 
We ended up creating our own example problem to illustrate the con- 
cept. Other publishers are more reasonable (like $50 to reproduce a 
well known algorithm). 

When all the themes were identified, the similarity principle was used 
to measure the occurrences of different themes. Likewise, the proximity prin- 
ciple was then applied to the identified themes to gauge the temporal and 
spatial (inter-message) distance of the same and different themes. 



Results 

During the monitoring period a total of 24 messages were sent from 
participants around the world. Two of these messages were personal mes- 
sages, apparently sent in error, which did not relate to discussion topics. The 
other 22 messages contained themes: 

lack of humor in instructional design, value of humor in instruction, 
cross-culture difference of humor, an IBM story, grounds of being of- 
fended, complaint about high cost of reprint, humor appreciation on 
individual basis, complaint about the tone of discussion, technology- 
instruction debate. 

A graphic presentation of the results is provided in Table 2. 

Similarity 

In the 24 messages, there were 9 themes. One theme, “value of humor 
in instruction,” was picked up in 14 messages, although 4 of these only touched 
on the theme in discussion. That is, they mentioned it and then digressed 
into their own anecdotal experiences which had little to do with the central 
theme. Seven of these 14 cited various portions of the targeted messages to 
allow readers to connect with the messages to which they were responding. 

Four of die diemes were mentioned in 3 messages, while die odiers were 
only mentioned once or twice. 

Proximity 

The humor theme was interspersed with other themes in the 14 mes- 
sages referring to it. These other themes were discussed 20 times in 16 mes- 
sages. The messages were sent during a period of 10 days. However, the 
O iody of die message group concentrated on a two-day period with 19 
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Table 2. Description of messages within the discussion group 
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Note. T^theme being picked up. M-marginally touched theme. 

W- whole message quoted. P-portion(s) of a message quoted. 

* Agrees unth message 1; no further comments or elaboration 
Country of Origin: HK-Hong Kong JP-Japan 

SESweden UK m United Kingdom 

US m United States ZA-Soutb Africa 



messages sent in this period. Eleven messages out of 14 related to the hu- 
mor theme were sent within these two days. Twelve people from the United 
States, the United Kingdom, South Africa, Hong Kong, Sweden, and Japan 
contributed to these 14 messages. 



Discussion 

In the present study, themes are used as the indicator for similarity, and 
space and temporal distance as the indicator for proximity. This is an initial 
attempt to study e-mail’s textual coherence through discussion group mes- 
sages. In using the theme as the indicator for establishing coherence, the 
researcher may have overlooked details that might be better represented by 
cohesive ties. In the current study the dynamic nature of e-mail communica- 
tion may have been overlooked to some extent. In addition, because e-mail 
discussion groups are different from individual e-mail communications, no 
conclusions can be directly drawn from the present study concerning one-to- 

e-niail communications. 
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The analysis indicates that the similarity level of the present e-mail mes- 
sage group under one common topic is fairly low. Fourteen out of 24 messages 
relate to the humor theme that is in the title line of this group of e-mail 
messages. This is close to what Herring (1996b) discovered about notional 
coherence. The dissimilarity due to the variety of themes is fairly high and is 
detected in two aspects. First, nine themes are embedded in 24 messages. 
Second, there are 20 times when the 8 themes other than the humor one are 
discussed or mentioned in the 24 messages. The high frequency of the occur- 
rence of dissimilarity makes the message group multiply focused rather than 
centrally focused. If we factor in the occasional jargons and mentioning of 
events discussed in some previous message groups, the dissimilarity level 
further increases. Besides, not all participants seemed to take advantage of the 
easy quotations of any previous message in an e-mail situation, which may 
have exacerbated the dissimilarity level. Only 12 out of 24 messages contain 
quotations from previous messages. Given the easy message quoting func- 
tions of e-mail, this is an interesting phenomenon. 

Most of the messages related to the humor theme were sent within a 
period of two days. According to the proximity principle, this creates a sense 
of being in the same group on the part of the participants. The fact that many 
senders are from different countries should not have affected the space dis- 
tance between messages because e-mail is usually sent and received within 
a matter of minutes despite the physical distance between the sender and 
the receiver. But when the discussions of the central theme or the topic are 
interspersed about 20 times with the other 8 themes, the inter-message prox- 
imity level might have suffered. 



Conclusions 

The following conclusions are offered based on the analysis. 

1. The e-mail message group examined seems to lack similarity in 
themes. The high dissimilarity level makes the group discussion less 
centered than the topic indicates. In other words, the present e-mail 
messages around a same topic are about many different themes and 
appear to be fragmented in nature. This may be an evidence of less 
coherence in list-serve e-mail messages. This coincides with the in- 
tuitive feelings some researchers have in regard to e-mail communi- 
cation (Hawisher & Moran, 1993). 

2. Due to the differences in styles and lengths, among the varied con- 
tributors to the discussion of the humor theme, the temporal prox- 
uruty might be less important. In other words, dissimilarity might over- 

q shadow proximity of time. This, if confirmed, might mean less coher- 
r R I p'-ence when being read by readers. Further, the inter-message prox- 
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imity is also low with the other 8 themes interspersed across 24 
messages 20 times. 

3. Based on the measures of similarity and proximity, this group of e- 
mail messages seems to be lacking in coherence. The dissimilarity 
created by multiple themes in this group of e-mail messages may 
have strongly contributed to this lack of coherence. 

4. While the 24 messages ranged from scholarly citations of literature 
to witty jokes, they look more like a mosaic than a solid whole. Con- 
sequently, the themes are seldom developed in any depth. This ap- 
pears to resemble a conversation in which every party talks more to 
generate more interaction than content depth. This finding is con- 
sistent with Romiszowski & de Haas’s (1989) reflection on their ex- 
perience with e-mail in their class. 



Implications 

Some implications for future research on e-mail in education are offered here. 

First, the nature of the e-mail discussion groups can be further explored 
by using more detailed textual analyses in addition to die similarity and prox- 
imity measures used in this study. Researchers could deal with large e-mail 
databases by investing in computer programs that help parse the data. 

Second, die present study suggests that this less coherent feature of e-mail 
discussion groups deserves our special attention, especially when we want 
to involve our children in e-mail discussions. The cognitive characteristics of 
children at different developmental stages should be fully considered before 
e-mail communication can be used effectively in educational settings. For 
example, children in elementary schools may need more guidance and direc- 
tion in using e-mail discussions than children at the middle grades. 

Finally, readers’ actual responses to the lack of coherence should be 
investigated in future studies in order to understand better the nature of e- 
mail discussion groups and e-mail communication. For example, studies 
concerning the reading strategies of students in reading e-mail discussion 
groups can provide useful information about the coherence nature of e-mail 
discussion groups. 
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Abstract 

Based on an analysis of teacher-student verbal exchanges in reading 
tutorials , a prototype assessment tool for practitioners’ use in analyzing in- 
structional discourse in professional education and classroom contexts is 
proposed . Analytic categories and the design of the tool were derived from an 
evaluation of the functional efficacy of existing discourse schemes and ob- 
servations in the reading clinic setting. Preliminary trials indicate the tool’s 
potential for revealing instructional discourse patterns and supporting teach- 
ers’ learning. Exploratory at this stage, the research highlights the importance 
of well-designed tools for informing and improving teachers’ practices. 



I n this paper we provide analytic categories that may aid practitioners’ as- 
sessment of instructional discourse in their own literacy teaching. Our ap- 
proach to instructional talk draws on sociolinguistic research, which focuses 
on the examination of linguistic processes in school settings (National Insti- 
tute of Education, 1974). A central theme in this tradition emphasizes under- 
standing the cognitive and social functions of language in classroom con- 
texts. How teachers talk during instruction has a bearing on how students 
learn, and sociolinguistic research has helped to reveal important subtleties 
of this truism. But teaching teachers how to talk so as to facilitate and ad- 
vance students’ learning is far less obvious. Our research interest is in de- 
signing tools that help teachers “see” how they talk during instruction. By 
observing and analyzing their talk, teachers can adapt and improve their own 
instructional discourse in everyday literacy teaching situations. 
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Background 

Observations of Classroom Talk 

Considerable research work has examined classroom speech events such 
as reading lessons and, as a result, produced powerful analytic tools for ob- 
serving classroom discourse. One practical example is the three-part IRE 
discourse structure of teacher initiation (I), student response (R), and teacher 
evaluation (E), which serves as a template for close scrutiny of teacher and 
student talk in a lesson sequence (e.g., Mehan, 1979). 

The participation structure is another helpful analytic tool which has il- 
luminated variations in teachers’ verbal strategies and students’ verbal reper- 
toires. Using this tool, Philips (1972) uncovered significant differences in Warm 
Spring Indian children’s communicative competence between home/commu- 
nity and school. Learning activities outside of school stressed observation, 
apprenticeship, and private, self-initiated testing of skill, while those in school 
demanded nearly the opposite: verbal recitation, passive involvement, and 
public assessment of competence. As a result of this communication mismatch, 
Indian children appeared incompetent in school learning activities — not 
because they could not speak English, but because they did not know all the 
sociolinguistic ailes underlying communication in classroom learning events. In 
making these observations, the participation structure as an analytic frame 
helped to unravel the complexities of discourse in context and showed the demands 
made on children’s communicative competence in different situations. 



Observations of Classroom Interactions 

Teacher and peer interactions that assist conceptual learning have also 
received substantial attention in recent years, viewed in particular through 
die dieoretical lenses of Vygotsky and Leont’ev (e.g., Newman, Griffin & Cole, 
1989). Much has been said in educational work, for example, about the 
benefits of small group discussion (Gambrell, 1996), guided participation in 
tasks (Rogoff, 1990), instaictional conversations between teacher and stu- 
dents (Goldenburg, 1992-93; Tharp & Gallimore, 1988), and collaborative 
work among peers (Roth & Bowen, 1995) in the classroom setting. 

Fine-grained analyses of adult-child and child-child interactions in in- 
structional contexts indicate several means of assisting the learner’s perfor- 
mance: modeling, contingency managing, feeding back, instructing, ques- 
tioning, and cognitive structuring (Tharp & Gallimore, 1988). These are die 
communication tools of teaching — verbal and nonverbal actions applied in 
infinite variety by individual teachers to create more or less accomodating 
conditions for individual learners. Done well, die give-and-take between 
teacher and students and among students around substantive matters, it is 
argued, creates richly layered opportunities for advancing conceptual and 
© istic development of diverse learners (Collins, Brown, & Newman, 1989). 
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From Observations to Teaching Practice 

Thus, over the past two decades, sociolinguistic research contributed by 
linguists, anthropologists, sociologists, and education scholars has yielded 
powerful ideas and analytic tools related to the nature and functions of class- 
room discourse. Many have led to methodological innovation and change. 
Some ideas, such as “developing communities of learners” (Brown, 1994), 
are now part of the current ideology and influential in educational reform. 
But few, very few, have been investigated or applied in studies of teacher 
learning and development. How do teachers, for example, become aware 
of their discourse patterns? How do they know when they have skillfully 
used instructional talk and when their efforts have faltered? How do they 
become more adept at managing teacher-student exchanges so as to enhance 
the potential for learning? We need to learn a great deal more about these 
practicalities of teaching performance if the insights gleaned from 
sociolinguistic research are to flow in the everyday talk of the classroom. 

As discussed above, a number of critical concepts and related analytic 
procedures have been mined from the study of classroom discourse. These 
hold potential as resources of practice for classroom teachers in terms of 
knowledge and teaching strategies. For example, we know that teacher dis- 
course which seeks to develop student understanding during instructional 
lessons includes certain features (Goldenburg, 1992-93; Walker, 1996a). Teach- 
ers often shift their role from interrogator of students to co-conversationalist 
with students during discussion. They listen carefully and actively to what 
students say and respond flexibly, much like in everyday conversation when 
people actually have something to say to each other. They value and extend 
what others say, overlapping and connecting ideas among participants and 
with shared experiences. And they elaborate others’ thinking by adding ideas, 
restating, and probing for more information. Yet, while we may recognize 
that these features can enhance the cognitive and social Qualities of an in- 
structional episode, we still don’t know enough about how to help teachers 
develop the interactional skills such “instructional conversations” require or 
how to nurture the personal qualities they demand. 



Designing Tools for Practice 

Interested in developing teachers’ skill in instructional conversation in 
their teaching practice, we initiated research work to design practical obser- 
vation and assessment tools that might support teachers’ self-critique, adap- 
tation, and improvement of their instructional discourse. The essence of this 
work is to find ways to teach current and future teachers how to observe 
and analyze instructional discourse as if they were researchers, thus engag- 
them in inquiry processes that promote constructed knowing. As Dewey 

ERJC 157. 
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(1929) argued, teachers must develop scientific habits of thinking if they are 
to escape “trial and error” habits of practice (McAninch, 1993). 

However, the traditional read-and-recite script is deeply ingrained in 
classroom discourse, often unnoticed by teachers as they go about their in- 
structional work. If teachers had an analytical tool to analyze their interac- 
tions widi students, they might more easily discern how their talk influences 
students’ responses. For instance, noting that they primarily asked questions 
without acknowledging what die student said, teachers might become more 
sensitive to die quality of dieir talk and might begin to shift toward discuss- 
ing ideas collaboratively widi dieir students. Relatedly, teacher educators could 
use discourse analysis tools in field experiences. Observing or videotaping 
their students, they could assess and discuss students’ instructional interac- 
tions, offering concrete feedback about the qualities of dieir instructional talk. 
As Sykes (1997) observed, teacher educators are quite proficient at teaching 
die knowledge of practice, but have few mediodologies for teaching prac- 
tice per se. An analytical tool such as die one proposed may provide a means 
for teacher educators to teach practice as well as knowledge about die prac- 
tice. 

To begin the detailed work of designing tools for everyday practice, this 
study focuses on several excerpts of teacher-student exchanges in literacy 
tutorials as a data source for generating analytic categories. We first explore 
several ways of analyzing teachers’ discourse for conversational qualities, 
employing existing analytic schemes developed for research purposes and 
applying them to the excerpts. Next we compare and contrast the results 
widi die intent of extracting a number of differentiating features in die schemes 
and of examining how these features reflect different ways of learning about 
language use in instruction. Using these features as a “working” set of ana- 
lytic categories, we then construct and apply a prototype tool for practitio- 
ners’ use in assessing qualities of instructional talk in contexts of professional 
education and classroom teaching. 



Method 



Participants and Setting 

Five students, randomly selected from a larger pool of graduate students 
enrolled in a reading practicum course, were invited to participate. All were 
females in dieir mid to late thirties who had taught elementary school for ten 
years or more. Seeking master’s degrees in education and reading specialist 
certification, die women were in die final stages of their advanced studies. 
They were enrolled in graduate programs at two different university sites 
which were comparable in size, student composition, and general profes- 
O education curriculum. 
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Description of the Reading Practicum 

The content and procedures of the practicum course offered at the two 
university locations were developed collaboratively by the researchers and 
reflected a constructivist perspective on children’s literacy learning (Dixon- 
Kraus, 1996) and an inquiry approach to professional education (Cochran- 
Smith, 1989; Feiman-Nemser & Buchanan, 1987; Schon, 1987). 

Content focused on the application of reading pedagogy concepts (e.g., 
strategy instruction) and diagnostic skills (e.g., miscue analysis) within an 
instructional framework derived from literacy research (Clay, 1993; Walker, 
1996b). The framework served as the architecture of daily tutorials and in- 
cluded five recurring activities across a five to six week period: (1) warm- 
ups to ease into literacy instruction, (2) familiar text time for sharing what 
children know well and can already do, (3) new text time where readers 
apply strategies and skills in unfamiliar text situations, (4) strategy and skills 
lessons wherein teachers explictly model new strategies and skills for stu- 
dents to try out in familiar reading selections, and (5) personalized reading 
and writing activities that offer saidents literacy choices. 

Teaching procedures were tied to three primary activities that fostered 
the intersection of practical and personal experience with theoretical under- 
standings: (1) the formation and development of teaching teams, which 
encouraged collaboration among peers; (2) on-the-spot assistance from in- 
structors during tutorial sessions that forged connections between practical 
experience and theoretical knowledge; and (3) ample opportunity for re- 
flection on instructional actions through shared text experiences such as jour- 
nal articles, daily recording of observations, assessing selected teaching epi- 
sodes, and periodic conferences with instructors, colleagues, and parents. 

While our day-to-day instruction necessarily adapted to local conditions 
at each site, we maintained fidelity to the instructional framework and cen- 
tral procedures through weekly communication, joint problem solving, and 
sharing of student work. 

Procedures 

All practicum participants were required to videotape at least one of their 
lessons over a 5-week period and to select a 5 minute segment from the 
lesson which they viewed as especially productive. They were asked to tran- 
scribe the segment verbatim, study it, and provide a rationale as to why they 
thought it represented effective instruction. Each transcription was about 4- 
5 pages in length and provided a detailed account of verbal and nonverbal 
interactions that occurred between teacher and student during instruction. 
No analytic scheme was prescribed; thus teachers were left to apply their 
own interpretive means in providing a rationale. 

om this total set, five samples were randomly drawn for in-depth analy- 
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sis. We then followed a four-step procedure for deriving and developing 
analytic categories for practical use. First, we each read and reread the samples 
and individually applied three existing discourse coding schemes: (1) an 
elicitation/response model (adapted from Schachter, 1979) for observing adult- 
child interactions; (2) Goldenburg’s (1992-93) rating scale for examining read- 
ing lessons and elements of instructional conversation (adapted from Tharp 
& Gallimore, 1988); and (3) a rubric devised by Newman and Wehlage (1995) 
to analyze instruction for instances of substantive conversation. After each 
application, we compared our results and resolved differences through dis- 
cussion. 

Second we developed a checklist matrix (Miles & Huberman, 1984) to 
assess the general usability of the categories as well as their relative strength 
in describing the participatory and instructional qualities of teachers’ language 
use. We were especially attentive to the sociocultural and conceptual func- 
tions of instructional discourse. According to Barnes (1976), the sociocul- 
tural function serves to negotiate social relationships in the situation, con- 
veying information about roles, routines, and how to participate in what is 
going on. The conceptual function organizes the content of the lesson, that 
is, the learning to be done. It builds a framework or “scaffold” for children to 
fill in, thus encouraging them to construct meaning while simultaneously 
providing a model for verbal reasoning. We are keenly interested in this lat- 
ter language function, since such talk may add intellectual precision that 
enhances student learning (Mercer, 1993). Skillfully applied, it forces learn- 
ers to grapple with alternative ways of thinking that help them make new 
concepts and ideas their own. 

We next adjusted, clarified, and collapsed categories to develop a “work- 
ing” set of analytic categories which formed the basis for a prototype assess- 
ment tool. We then individually applied the tool to test its utility, once again 
using the five samples. 

Data Analysis 

The primary goal of our analysis was to derive and develop a set of 
analytic categories for use in practical contexts, such as practica, classrooms, 
literacy programs, and professional development activities. To analyze the 
efficacy and flexibility of existing coding schemes, we employed a checklist 
matrix — a qualitative technique that aids systematic organization and evalu- 
ation of several components of a variable (Miles & Huberman, 1984, pp. 95- 
99). Considering our research goals, the matrix was developed to compare 
and contrast the relative adequacy of existing schemes across a number of 
features clustered into four domains: (1) sociocultural function of language, 
(2) conceptual function of language, (3) usability, and (4) instructive power. 
O jrial domains and related features were derived from sociolinguistic re- 
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search into language functions and investigations of situated learning into 
usability and instructive power (Suchman, 1987). An analytic scheme that 
performed well with respect to the conceptual function of language, for ex- 
ample, would show to what extent discourse maintained a thematic focus 
and encouraged higher order thinking, features that indicate an emphasis 
on knowledge to be learned. 

For category development and selection, we used analytic induction 
(Goetz & LeCompte, 1986), since it permitted us to propose new categories 
and modify existing ones through an iterative process of searching the data 
set, studying the checklist matrix results, and negotiating to resolve differ- 
ences. It allowed us to shuttle back and forth between the data at hand and 
existing categories, which sharpened our interpretations of the discourse and 
helped to unbundle the complex variables the coding categories represented. 

To constaict a prototype tool, we employed a clustering analysis that 
aided identification and early verification of categories which ultimately shaped 
the format of a prototype assessment tool (Miles & Huberman, 1984). This 
required a good deal of joint summarizing and reworking to clarify and col- 
lapse categories into a workable set that was practical yet sufficently rich to 
be instaictive. We then cross-checked the categories by individually apply- 
ing them to our samples, comparing our results, and resolving differences. 
Finally, we formatted them into a “working” prototype for further research. 



Results 

Functional Efficacy of Existing Analytic Schemes 

To frame the matrix analysis, we first briefly describe the three discourse 
coding schemes in relation to our samples, then discuss their adequacy vis a 
vis the evaluative criteria we established. 

Schachter’s elicitation/response scheme (1979) rates individual utterances 
as elicitations if the teacher directs the child, provides an explanation, or 
reports information. Comments are coded as responsives if the teacher re- 
plies with clarifying information, confirms a child's response, or elaborates 
on a child’s response. Applied to the samples, the scheme indicated that our 
experienced teachers used more elicitations than responsives. Given the 
tutorial context, this is not surprising, since the teacher must somehow en- 
gage the student and the student must respond in some way to her requests. 

Tlie instructional conversation scheme (Goldenburg, 1992-93; Tharp & 
Gallimore, 1988) considers lesson discourse as a whole and rates it on a 0- 
1-2 scale along ten distinct categories of instructional interactions: thematic 
focus, use of background knowledge, direct teaching, promoting more com- 
plex expression, promoting a basis for thinking, fewer known-answer ques- 
responsivity, connected discourse, non-threatening environment, and 

EBJC 161 



150 Exploring Literacy 



degree of participation. For example, after reading and rereading a transcript 
we would rate the thematic focus as 0 (no clear theme), 1 (theme identified 
but not consistently the focus or connected to the textual theme), or 2 (tex- 
tual theme was a focus throughout). Next we considered each of the other 
categories until we had evaluated all 10 categories. Using this approach, we 
observed that the five teachers maintained a thematic focus, seldom engaged 
in direct teaching, and tended to use more open-ended than closed ques- 
tions in their instructional interactions. 

Newman and Wehlage’s (1995) rubric for identifying substantive conver- 
sation in instruction also is applied to the discourse of an entire lesson. The 
rubric uses a 0- 1-2-3 scale which rates the discourse in a holistic way. To obtain 
a score of 3, the highest rating, instructional discourse needs to include four 
features: (1) focus on content and higher order thinking, (2) shared dialogue , 
(3) development of shared understandings, and (4) at least 3 consecutive 
interchanges between teacher and student or between students. (An inter- 
change is a statement by one person and a response from another.) Our 
samples averaged a score of 2 based on the rubric, showing an emphasis on 
literacy content and instances of shared dialogue with at least 2 interchanges. 
However, although development of shared understandings was attempted, it 
was not consistently achieved to a high level across the five participants. 

The samples, of course, are inadequate for drawing any inferences about 
the teachers’ instaictional discourse as reading teachers. But they can serve 
to evaluate the utility of the different analytic schemes as learning tools for 
teacher educators and practitioners seeking to develop more interactive in- 
staictional discourse skills. For this purpose, we used a checklist matrix de- 
scribed in Table 1 to evaluate the functional efficacy of the schemes. 

Our evaluation proved insightful along several indices of adequacy. First, 
none of the schemes met all four criteria, lacking important features across 
one or more of the domains. Interestingly, none fully met the criterion of 
instaictive power, which seriously limits their potential as “tools of the trade.” 
All lacked explanatory qualities that would allow general users to interact 
instaictively with them in ways that might inform their own subsequent ac- 
tions. Although they have been successfully employed by researchers with 
expertise in communicative interactions, the schemes were nevertheless too 
complex and inscaitable for informing teachers of their designers’ intentions 
or for responding to teachers’ varying circumstances and needs. 

Second, in comparing and contrasting the schemes further, we observed 
their different strengths and weaknesses in terms of design. The elicitation/ 
response model (Schachter, 1979), for example, was simply too broad to have 
any instructive power. In fact, it revealed very little of the conceptual func- 
tion of instructional interactions. It did, however, convey some sense of shared 
r R I pning construction between teacher and student as indicated by the fre- 
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Table 1. Evaluation of Research-Based Instructional Discourse 
Schemes as Tools for Assessing and Developing Teaching Practices 



Evaluation Criteria 




Analytic Scheme 




Domain and Related 


Elicitation/Response 


Instructional 


Substantive 


Features 

Sociocultural function 
evidenced by: 


(Schacter, 1979) 


Conversation 
(Tharp & 
Gallimore, 1988; 
Goldenburg, 
1992-93) 


Conversation 
(Newman & 
Wehlage, 1993) 


• connected dialogue 


— 


+ 


+ 


• shared meaning 
construction between 
speakers 

Conceptual function 
evidenced by: 




+ 




• maintenance of a 
thematic focus 


— 


+ 


+ 


• presence of a 
model for thinking 

Usability indicated by: 




+ 




• teachability to 
nonexperts 


+ 


— 


+ 


• manageability in 
situations of practice 

Instructive power 
indicated by: 


+ 






• precision 


— 


— 





• ability to explain 
or inform 


— 


+ 


— 



quency of responsives. Organized around two utterance categories (elicita- 
tions and responsives), its simplicity was also a strength in that it could be 
rather easily explained to non-experts and was quite manageable in terms of 
coding. The Tharp-Gallimore/Goldenburg scheme (Goldenburg, 1992-93; 
Tharp & Gallimore, 1988), on the other hand, was too cumbersome to be of 
real use in the practical situations of professional education or daily practice. 
~ O ember and manipulate 10 categories while reading and rereading in- 
ERJO 1 exchanges would be time-consuming and inevitably frustrating. Yet 
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the 10 categories yielded excellent information about the socioculairal and 
conceptual functions of discourse during a lesson, making the scheme espe- 
cially strong sociolinguistically. Lastly, the Newman/Wehlage (1995) rubric ap- 
peared too global to function as a precision tool for assessing of instructional 
discourse. While it afforded information about connectedness in discourse and 
maintenance of a thematic focus, the rubric failed to supply sufficient discrete- 
ness in terms of categories to reveal a personal pattern of communicative in- 
teractions. 

Category Development 

To identify and select categories in the design of our tool, we initially 
relied on information derived from the application and evaluation of the three 
models in relation to our samples. From this information, we distilled two 
design principles. First, instructional discourse should not be parsed too finely, 
(by single utterance) or too broadly, (by the whole lesson), a principle which 
is heeded in related research (Barnes & Todd, 1977). Second, the unit of 
analysis or coding category must be sufficiently precise to “explain” itself so 
that teachers learn — the mark of a well-designed tool (Suchman, 1987). 

Guided by these principles, we adopted the concept of an interchange 
from the Newman/Wehlage (1995) rubric, since it appeared to “chunk” in- 
teractions into manageable segments, yet to preserve essential meaning of 
ongoing communication. We defined an interchange as an instance of ver- 
bal interaction between teacher and student that may include one or more 
comments, as in: 

Teacher: Ryan, what story did we read earlier with Lisa? 

What was the name of the story? 

Student: The Very Hungry Caterpillar. 

Examining the teacher’s language in the interchange, we reasoned, would 
show how it functioned to set up and maintain instruction. 

We then analyzed our data to identify categories in two ways. Some of 
the categories were derived from our evaluation of the three coding schemes 
and underlying related research, while others emerged from repeated read- 
ing of the five samples. From our analysis, we induced six categories that re- 
flected conceptual and sociocultural functions of instructional discourse (see 
Table 2). The focusing, naming, and elaborating categories included features 
indicative of a conceptual function while the categories of overlapping, direct- 
ing and discussing suggested the sociocultural function of instructional talk. 

Category Refinement and Trial 

Our final analysis resulted in the construction of a prototype that evolved 
f -^m trials, using our discourse samples to assess the functional efficacy of 

: categories as well as tool design. 
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Table 2. Analytic Categories For Assessing Conceptual and 
Sociocultural Functions of Instructional Discourse. 



Category Definition 



Example 



Focusing The teacher scaffolds the 

student’s thinking by 
drawing attention to lesson 
focus through questioning, 
modeling, and eliciting 
background knowledge. 

Naming The teacher names the 

strategies or content that 
the student is using. 



Elaborating The teacher supports the 

student’s thinking with 
comments and questions, 
with the intent of eliciting 
more complex verbal 
responses, or guides 
analytic reasoning. 

Overlapping The teacher connects the 

student’s comments, using 
restatements, probes, and 
feedback that respond to 
what the student says. 



T: Think of all the things that 
we have been learning in these 
last two weeks about dogs. 
What are some of the things we 
have found out? And maybe we 
could find out these things about 
a keeshond. 

T: I like the way you pick up 
the book to help you out. 
What’s the solution? 

S: How dare you stare. 

T: OK, that is the start of the 
solution. 

T: Do you know anything 
else about them (keeshonds)? 

S: They have lots of hair. 

T: Anything else about them? 

S: Their tail is like a shih tzu. 

T: How do you know that? 

S: (elaborates with 
explanation) 

T: You said something 
spooky was going to happen. 
Do you still think that is going to 
happen? Do you want to add 
anything to that? 



Directing 



The teacher uses commands 
or direct questions to focus 
the student’s attention. 



T: OK, now, were there 
people in this book? 

S: No. 

T: What’s in the book? 
S: Animals. 



Discussing The teacher uses open-ended 

questions or comments that 
indicate no “right way” to 
respond, thus creating a more 
risk-free atmosphere. 




COPY AVAILABLE 



S: (reads book title) 

T: What do you think it’s about? 
S: Umnun . . . Spooky . . .She 
Umm. I forgot what she does, 
but I remember what she is — a 
teeny, tiny woman. 

T: Oh-h-h! Great, anything else? 
S: A tiny woman. She does 
funny things. 
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After trying several designs, we observed that some of the dynamics of 
instructional interchanges were lost by coding each interchange into only 
one category. As a case in point, the first example in Table 2 reflects talk 
aimed not only at focusing the student, but also at overlapping previously 
learned information with the task at hand. Thus the tool was restructured to 
accomodate the possibility of multiple coding of interchanges, while remaining 
relatively easy to manage. Still, we found that categories lacked specificity, 
thus limiting their instructive power. We attributed this partially to our sample, 
which was seriously limited both in terms of number and source, i.e., the 
tutorial context. Further refinement of categories, we decided, would need 
to be addressed in subsequent trials with a larger, more diverse sample. 

The prototype we finally selected as most viable at this point, which we 
refer to as the Instaictional Talk Assessment Tool, is illustrated in Table 3 
(see Table 3). Basic procedures for using the tool include: (1) numbering 
each interchange in the transcript of a lesson, (2) recording the number of 
the interchange in the appropriate column, (3) analyzing the instructional 
features of each interchange, and (4) computing the percentage for each fea- 
ture. The analysis reveals the characteristics of instructional talk in a teach- 
ing episode and its general function. 

Table 3, for example, shows an analysis of interchanges related to a story 
retelling in the tutorial context. We have included the entire set of interchanges 



Table 3. The Instructional Talk Assessment Tool; A Protoype Tool for 
Assessment of Instructional Discourse in Practice 



ERIC 





Conceptual Function 




Sociocultural Function 


Interchange 

No. 


Focusing 


Naming 


Elaborating 


Overlapping 


Directing 


Discussing 


01 












+ 


02 












+ 


03 












+ 


04 








+ 






05 








+ 




+ 


06 












+ 


07 


+ 








+ 




08 


+ 






+ 


+ 




09 








+ 




+ 


10 








+ 


+ 




11 






+ 






+ 


12 






+ 






+ 


Total 


2 


0 


2 


6 . 


4 


7 


Cent 


17 


0 


17 


50 


33 


58 
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in the appendix. While we cannot go into a detailed explanation of our think- 
ing, we can, however, convey the tool’s purpose with a few brief observations. 
First, the teacher’s talk in this situation is used primarily to “keep the conver- 
sation going” as indicated by the number of interchanges devoted to socio- 
cultural functions. Achieving the retelling appears uppermost as the teacher 
creates a comfort zone for doing so, using open-ended questions or comments, 
overlapping on the reteller’s account, and periodically directing to assure 
continuity. Much less talk is used to purposefully focus the retelling around 
the goals of the lesson (e.g., developing comprehension) or to challenge 
meaning construction around narrative concepts (e.g., story grammar). In brief, 
the instructional talk in this situation appeared to enable the student’s retell- 
ing attempt, but not necessarily to advance it to higher levels of performance. 

Preliminary application of the tool indicates that it holds promise for 
revealing patterns of instructional talk that inform practitioners about their 
discourse and offers opportunties for fruitful critique. Further category re- 
finement and trials across a much broader range of samples are needed, 
however, to verify the effectiveness and practicality of the tool. 



Discussion 

Much has been gleaned from sociolinguistic research about what teach- 
ers could say and what could happen in instructional interchanges to im- 
prove the chance that all children will learn to write and read well in class- 
room settings. Yet we have not moved very far in ensuring literacy for all 
who enter the school doors (Graves, 1996). What’s missing, some argue, is 
an emphasis on the teacher, who in the end sets up the social relationships 
and the communication system of the classroom (Sykes, 1996). As learners 
themselves, teachers need resources — knowledge, strategies, tools, and time — 
if they are to change their practice to achieve the more ambitious teaching 
goals envisioned by sociolinguistic insights. 

Certainly exploratory at this stage, our study attempted to begin the 
mundane work of developing a practical tool that supports practitioners, 
including teacher educators, in infoming and improving discourse practices. 
Our aim was to identify a set of analytic categories, derived from research work, 
and to design a prototype assessment tool for general use. We recognize the 
difficulty of this task. For tools to serve as valuable resources of practice, they 
must not only be functional and easy-to-use, but also “smart” in that they afford 
teachers ample opportunity to learn in the process of using them. 

The design of tools that encourage teachers as learners and problem 
solvers in their own professional development and practices, however, suf- 
fers from lack of attention and systematic research. There is a tendency to 
that tools designed for research can slip easily into practice with little 
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modification or direction. But we argue that the path to action is not neces- 
sarily straight; adaptations need to be made that preserve a tool’s purpose, 
yet enhance its functional capacity to inform and respond to the actions of 
its users. This requires, we think, “engineering” coupled with well-grounded 
analyses that ultimately produce well-designed tools for practice. 

In this work, our analytic effort yielded six categories which represented 
an amalgamation from different research-based schemes and our own ob- 
servations in the reading clinic setting. The categories met four criteria that 
we viewed as critical to the design of an instaictional discourse analysis tool 
for everyday use: indicators of sociocultural and conceptual functions, us- 
ability, and instructive power. Initial trials in applying the tool suggest its 
potential for informing and bettering teachers’ discourse practices, particu- 
larly in the clinic setting. Further applications of the tool in broader clinic 
and classroom contexts are now necessary to assess its adequacy, precision, 
and value as a resource for practitioners — a course of action we plan to pursue. 
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Appendix: Instructional Segment 

This five minute segment between a second grade student and her teacher 
includes a story introduction, an oral reading of the story, and a retelling. 
Each interchange is indicated by an I and is numbered, as in 1-1, 1-2, 1-3, and 
so on. Some of the detail of the transcript has been omitted (e.g., gestures). 

1-1 

SI — (reads) Teeny, Tiny Where . . . 

T1 — Woman. What do you think it’s about? 

SI — Umm. Spooky. She . . . umm ... I forgot what she does, but I re- 
member what she is. A teeny, tiny woman. 

1-2 

T1 — What’s it about? 

SI — A tiny woman. Ummm, She does funny things. 

T1 — And she does funny things. 

(Student reads two sentences slowly with 2 self-corrections, 3 repeti- 
tions.) 

1-3 

T1 — OK. So what just happened? 

SI — She went for a walk. And I know what happens on her walk. 

14 

T1 — You said something spooky was going to happen? Do you still 
think that was going to happen? Do you want to add anything to that? 
SI — Not until I get to it. 

1-5 

T1 — Can you think of what else might happen? 

SI — She meets a monster. 

SI — (Reads the story) 

1-6 

T1 — Tell me about the story. 

SI — It was about a skeleton that was trying to get his bone back from 
the dead. 

1-7 

T1 — Ohhh and who was the main person who took the bone? 

SI — The teeny, tiny woman. 

1-8 

T1 — The teeny, tiny woman.Where did she find the bone? 

SI — Um. In the graveyard. 



O 
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1-9 

T1 — Oh. She found it in the graveyard. What was your favorite part of 
the story? 

SI — The skeleton. 

1-10 

T1 — Did they ever say it was skeleton in the story? 

SI — ’Cause he had a bone. 

1-11 

T1 — Oh, you thought. It didn’t really say it was skeleton, but you know 
it was cause it had a bone. Is that what skeletons are made of? 

SI — Bones. We are bones. 

1-12 

T1 — Where are our bones? 

SI — Way deep inside us. Right here (squeezes her ribs). 

T1 — Can you feel them? Your ribs? 




171 



Instructional Teams 
in a University Clinic 



Linda L. Hughes Catherine K. Zeek 

Northern State University Texas Woman’s University 



Abstract 

This paper describes a university reading clinic in which undergradu- 
ate and graduate students formed collaborative teams to plan and implement 
instruction for children in grades kindergarten through six. The focus here is 
on the individualistic ways the teams functioned to develop lessons , solve prob- 
lems, and direct their own learning. Implications for teacher education and 
clinic structure are included. 



T hroughout this century, university reading clinic structures have followed 
patterns based on a positivist medical model (Johns, 1992). The tradi- 
tional reading resource teacher worked with individuals or small groups of 
children outside the integrated or self-contained classrooms. Clinics prepared 
reading or special education majors to function in these pull-out settings. 
Local children were referred to the university reading clinic with diagnosed 
or undiagnosed reading deficiencies, batteries of tests were administered in 
a clinical setting, results were compiled and interpreted, and a program of 
remediation to address identified deficiencies was outlined. Within the uni- 
versity setting, reading and special education majors often administered stan- 
dardized diagnostic instruments, provided one-on-one remedial instruction, 
and administered posttests to measure the success of the remediation. 

Trends in current research and practice support transition from skills- 
based deficiency models found in traditional clinic settings (Cothem, 1994; 
Johns, 1992). Teacher education programs are increasingly designed around 
field-based experiences with heterogeneously grouped students. Field-based 
experiences provide teacher candidates with intensive extended instructional 
practice supported by mentoring, reflection, and feedback (Goodlad, 1994). 

In addition, roles of reading specialists have changed to require more 
O “ iboration. The trend toward inclusion often means that students receive 
tic :ial services in the regular classroom (Texas Education Agency, 1983). 
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The reading resource teacher in an inclusion model may work primarily within 
the classroom setting in collaboration with the classroom teacher. The team 
of classroom teacher and reading resource teacher addresses the needs of 
all students in the context of the heterogeneously grouped classroom. 

Changing roles of teachers require changes in the experiences provided 
in undergraduate and graduate preparation programs. This study describes 
the efforts of one university to restructure its clinical practicum experience. 
As part of this program change, undergraduate and graduate students formed 
instructional teams to plan and implement literacy learning activities. This 
paper describes the following: 

1. How instructional teams were formed and how they functioned. 

2. How team functioning seemed to affect planning and implementa- 
tion of instruction. 

3. How growth was facilitated and evidenced among instructional team 
members. 



Procedures 

This study took place on the campus of a small southwestern university 
located in a rural community. Prior to their student teaching, those preservice 
teachers who were undergraduate reading majors were enrolled in a sum- 
mer clinical reading practicum. Students in master’s degree programs in read- 
ing were enrolled in a graduate-level section of the practicum. 

Participants 

During the summer of 1995, 18 graduate students and 25 undergraduate 
students enrolled in separate sections of the reading practicum. These groups 
combined to collaboratively provide instruction to children enrolled in the 
clinic. Prior to the practicum, the undergraduates had completed university 
general studies, an Introduction to Teaching course with 30 hours of field 
experience, and two literacy methods courses. The literacy methods courses 
included experiences and theory focused on the importance of providing 
meaningful learning experiences in a literacy rich environment. Undergradu- 
ates consisted of one male (who withdrew from the course before comple- 
tion) and 24 females. 

The graduate students were working toward master’s degrees in educa- 
tion. All were certified female teachers whose public school teaching expe- 
rience ranged from 2 to 12 years, primarily in elementary, self-contained class- 
rooms. All said they had never had a student teacher and had not worked 
with teachers in training previously. 
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Structure of the Clinic 

The clinic was patterned after the university’s field-based teacher edu- 
cation model (see Sampson et al., this volume). Undergraduates and gradu- 
ates formed instructional leadership teams (ILT’s), with each team having at 
least one graduate student in the role of mentor, with undergraduates as 
interns. Teams were determined by the grade-level interests of mentors and 
interns. A total of six ILTs were formed: two for kindergarten, one for each 
grade level 1-3, and one multiage combined 4-6 team. Participant observers 
included one instructor, a doctoral student working in the clinic as an in- 
structional intern and a doctoral student enrolled in the graduate practicum. 

Teams composed of interns and mentors planned and taught lessons to 
groups of children. Teams with more than one mentor developed a means 
for both to have opportunities to lead in planning and instruction. Mentors 
taught model lessons after which interns taught the majority of the summer 
clinic lessons. Mentors guided interns in lesson planning, with each literacy 
lesson including shared reading, shared writing, comprehension, and lan- 
guage development or vocabulary strategies. 

Seminars were planned at the request of mentors and interns on topics 
which addressed needs, including lesson planning, reading strategies, assess- 
ment, and professional development. Some seminars were separate for men- 
tors and interns, while others included both groups. 

Data Collection and Analysis 

Data sources included observational notes on lessons, planning sessions, 
and seminars; syllabi of both undeigraduate and graduate practicum; and 
artifacts from final team portfolios including all lesson plans, self-assessments, 
peer-assessments, and copies of the children’s work. The three participant 
observers created a schedule of observations so that each could observe each 
team during a 4-day week. Teams left lesson plans available to assist obser- 
vations. Participant observers met each day to discuss and reflect on obser- 
vations, raise issues, and suggest areas of focus for additional observations. 

Participant observer notes and course artifacts were transcribed and 
analyzed according to the constant comparative method (Strauss & Corbin, 
1990). All notes and artifacts were read by all researchers, who separately 
constructed categories. Participant observers then met to share and negoti- 
ate categories and meanings collaboratively. 

Results 

Five categories were constructed through the data analysis. Within each 
category, participant observers analyzed how the dynamics of each category 
- c <5$-‘ed team functioning. The five categories were roles, initiative, respon- 
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sibility, teaming, and assessment. The reporting of results will define each 
category and the range of behaviors that characterized it. 

Roles 

Team functioning was characterized by social negotiation and defini- 
tion of roles. Early in the practicum, teams brainstormed expectations for 
team members, with the listed qualities used as an evaluation tool. Within 
the guidelines of the course, ILTs were free to further define their roles. As 
teams formed and began to plan and deliver instruction to clinic children, 
observers noted and agreed that the flexibility of roles varied from team to 
team. Some teams negotiated their various activities through flexible exchange 
and interchange of roles with members participating in a variety of roles. 
Some teams functioned with no obvious separation or differentiation of roles, 
while other teams sharply defined roles between expert, experienced men- 
tors and inexperienced interns. 

On teams with greater role flexibility, members often moved from lead- 
ership roles to supportive roles fluidly. Members anticipated the need to take 
on a variety of roles, moved into roles as needed, and shed roles as quickly. 
Interns and mentors seemed to maintain “withitness,” the ability to maintain 
focus on the children and each other. Members were constantly aware of 
changing dynamics of social interactions. Both verbal and nonverbal com- 
munication allowed for role flexibility to address needs of children and team 
members. 

Teams with little role flexibility maintained clearly defined roles. Mem- 
bers did not easily move from leadership to supportive roles, but maintained 
identifiable separation between interns and mentors, and from each other. 
Mentors conveyed information while interns received it. Roles were rigidly 
defined and divided, “withitness” was reduced, and activity was traded for 
passivity. Team members became uncomfortable with these closely struc- 
tured roles. On one team, interns who were not provided teaching time by 
the mentor confronted the mentor to express anger and negotiate for more 
teaching time. The mentor indicated that she was modeling and planned to 
provide interns with teaching time following an extended period of model- 
ing. Clear role delineation appeared to be associated with a concept of teaching 
as conveying. 

Initiative 

Initiative was defined as willingness on the part of both interns and mentors 
to offer ideas, generate leadership, and take risks. Initiative included promptness 
in offering ideas, stating suggestions, sharing resources, and donating time to a 
creative endeavor or activity, as well as a willingness to try the new and different, 
O er and accept responsibility for a specific aspect of a plan. 
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On some teams, initiative occurred frequently, constantly, and without 
hesitation. Members supported each other when ideas were offered. Little 
or no hesitation was observed in generating of suggestions, taking risks, and 
supporting the process of generation and initiation. The dynamics of the 
planning meetings allowed mentors and interns to function in various col- 
laborative roles. 

On other teams, hesitations were observed and became more frequent 
in number. Members who initiated were left to carry out ideas and take risks 
with little or no support. Mentors became leaders, initiating and handing out 
roles. Members seemed to practice a behaviorist philosophy of instruction 
with the designated leader giving information and directions on how instruc- 
tion was to be implemented. One such team, whose mentor modeled a very 
structured reading program, asked the course instructors to negotiate with 
the mentor to allow more intern-generated planning and instruction. 

Teaming 

Teaming was defined as the level of collegiality and cohesiveness ob- 
served within groups, the spirit that identified a group as an entity with a 
sense of “we-ness.” Teaming was characterized by high levels of acceptance 
of all members and activities demonstrating inclusiveness and oneness. Team- 
ing included open sharing that facilitated a climate of comfort among mem- 
bers. 

Some teams delivered lessons characterized by spontaneity, unity, and 
mutual good feelings among ILT members. Comfort was demonstrated dur- 
ing team planning and instructional activities in which members showed con- 
sideration for one another in a climate of acceptance. 

Other ILTs were characterized by more structure-bound planning and 
instructional sessions. On one team, members grew to resent the dominance 
of the mentor, who at first taught all the lessons, then withdrew from the 
teaching. At this point she allowed the interns to do all the teaching while 
she directed, concerned that they instructed “correctly.” The mentor would 
not give up control, with the result that the team did not develop a spirit of 
cooperation, but first followed instructions and later resented the lack of 
choice. The interns asked the course instructor to intervene with the mentor. 
Teaming characteristics varied as individuals negotiated roles. 

Responsibility 

Teaming required that members have a sense of shared responsibility, a 
feeling that the success of one was a reason for all members to celebrate. 
Team successes belonged to members and concerns were the shared con- 
cerns of each individual. The extent to which shared responsibility was ob- 

~d varied from team to team. 
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Some teams were characterized by members demonstrating mutual sup- 
port. Responsibilities were shared, with each member willing to assist other 
members, openly expressing collegial support and offering back-up should 
the unexpected occur. Concerns were addressed through team reflection and 
group-negotiated solutions and resolutions. 

On other teams, responsibilities were parceled out and divided among 
members. One members inadequacy was not viewed as the inadequacy of 
the team or the support system, but as that individual’s lacking or “fault.” 
Frequent use of the pronouns /and you characterized conversations in these 
teams. Successes and failures fell on individual shoulders rather than being 
shared by the team as part of its problem-solving activity. 

Assessment 

Assessment was defined as the ability of the members to reflectively self 
and team-assess the effectiveness of lesson planning and implementation. 
Assessment also included the extent to which self assessments and peer as- 
sessments were perceived by members as positive and constructive. 

Assessment on some teams was on-going, continuous, growth-produc- 
ing, and shared. Assessment was facilitated through guided reflection, as team 
members shared their self assessments in the form of mutual learning expe- 
riences. Individuals initiated self assessment within the ILT, soliciting sug- 
gestions and recommendations, and the team affirmed and added recom- 
mendations. The collegial atmosphere created support for positive self as- 
sessment. 

On some teams, assessment originated with a mentor or other team 
member rather than with individuals. Assessment occurred more as “telling” 
than as reflective activity, with the intern receiving information. The intern’s 
role was characterized by listening and agreeing, with the facilitator taking 
the role of “expert,” information giver, and evaluator. 

Results Across Categories 

The categories described above were overlapping, dynamic, and inter- 
active. Team functioning in each category affected both the inner workings 
of the team and the implementation of team agendas. The interaction of the 
individuals on each team and the roles they negotiated contributed to the 
situated planning and instructional implementation. Thus, the same dynam- 
ics were important in both planning and implementation activities. 

Discussion and Conclusions 

In the alternative clinic model described in this study, teams were formed 
on the number of children enrolled in the university clinic, the age 
n I svel of achievement of the children, and the number of graduates and 
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undergraduates enrolled. Team membership was determined by university 
students’ areas of interest. Guidelines for group functioning were based on 
consensus of group members and the overall requirements of the practicum. 
Thus, groups functioned through self-determination, with the skills, abilities, 
and beliefs of individuals serving as team resources. 

This alternative clinic model provided experiences in collaborative plan- 
ning to undergraduate and graduate students. The model facilitated profes- 
sional growth for both undergraduates and graduates and provided support 
for reflection on practice. For the most part, undergraduates felt they were 
supported in the learning process by being able to work closely with expe- 
rienced professional teachers. Graduates appreciated the opportunity to try 
a mentoring role, with some wanting additional opportunities to support 
teacher candidate growth. 

Limitations of the study that may have contributed to differences in team 
functioning were the brief (5 week) summer term and lack of training for 
students in collaborative decision-making. Teams had a limited time to be- 
come acquainted and plan for the children they would teach. Collaborative 
group function assumes group members will monitor and facilitate self and 
team growth through shared goals, but this did not always occur. While some 
teams demonstrated growth in all categories, more time for growth in team 
facilitation could have resulted in greater growth for teams with role flexibil- 
ity issues. Additional sessions on collaborative models and personality types 
may also have facilitated team functioning. 

Follow-up studies are needed to explore relationships between team 
characteristics, student achievement, and students’ perceptions of learning 
and teaching. Clinic children frequently spoke of having many teachers and 
identified both interns and mentors as teachers, indicating they perceived 
participation from both graduate and undergraduate students. Further research 
could determine the significance of multiple teachers on children’s short and 
long-term perceptions of learning and teaching. 

Participant observers noted a possible relationship between characteris- 
tics of team planning and instructional implementation. This observation 
supports research on collegial planning, team teaching, and cooperative teach- 
ing that suggests that strong collaborative abilities and the ability to reflect 
with peers are complementary. 

This study raises questions about the types of reading practicum expe- 
riences offered to undergraduate and graduate students as they prepare to 
function within the changing dynamics of the classroom. Current philoso- 
phies in literacy instruction no longer support the medical model of linear 
learning. A social constructivist perspective requires teacher educators to 
introduce undergraduate and graduate reading majors to the dvnamics nf 
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practica can provide experiences in holistic instruction and assessment. These 
supported experiences prepare students to function in educational settings, 
with the dynamics of change as a constant. 
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Preparing Preservice Elementary 
Teachers for Professional 
Collaboration with Special 
Education Literacy Teachers 



Abstract 

In order to prepare preservice elementary education teachers for collabo- 
ration ivith another professional, as is the case ivhen children with literacy 
difficulties are in an inclusion classroom , the preservice children ivere paired 
ivith a student in a special education class and asked to collaborate on an 
assignment. They ivere given the task of choosing one of three inclusion “stu- 
dents” from instructor-prepared cases and designing appropriate adaptations 
of regular instruction. Using an action research model to study benefits to 
students from this assignment, successful collaboration happened between stu- 
dents who had less or equal knowledge than did their partners (in both classes) 
and whose partners took the project as seriously as they did. Philosophical 
differences between the university elementary education and special educa- 
tion departments concerning literacy acquisition influenced the nature of the 
task given to the students and negatively impacted some as they completed 
the collaboration assignment. 



E lementary classroom teachers today are likely to have a very different 
role in meeting the needs of students identified as having special learn- 
ing needs or protected disabilities, especially in reading, than teachers of only 
a few years ago, given the rapidly growing popularity of classroom inclu- 
sion models for meeting student needs (Thousand & Villa, 1990). In recent 
years there has been a growing dissatisfaction with pulling students out of 
the regular classroom in order to meet special instructional needs. Johnson, 
O igton and Afflerbach (1985) described the lack of congruence of curricu- 
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lum and teaching between remedial reading and Chapter 1 classrooms and 
the regular reading classroom. Haynes and Jenkins (1986) noted students 
placed in resource rooms for reading instruction spent 52% of their time doing 
seatwork and only 25% of their time reading. Other difficulties inherent in 
pullout programs, including wasted time as children moved from room to 
room, could be ameliorated by having the specialist come to the classroom, 
rather than by having the child leave the classroom to go to the specialist. 
Pull-in or inclusion classrooms, with specialists working in the classroom 
alongside the regular education teacher rather than having children leave 
the classroom to attend pull-out programs, attempt to overcome the identi- 
fied lack of student success when students follow the traditional remedial 
curriculum (Knapp, Turnbull and Shields, 1990). 

Today’s inclusion classrooms serve not only children experiencing reading 
difficulties, but also children identified as having other disabilities that may 
have previously been addressed in a special education resource room. When 
the regular classroom teacher and the reading teacher or the special educa- 
tion teacher taught separate curriculums in separate places, issues of con- 
gruence and collaboration could be ignored, whether such ignorance was 
or wasn’t truly bliss. However, with two or more professionals sharing the 
same workspace and the same students, issues of collaboration among teach- 
ers become crucial. Such differences may be about roles and power rela- 
tionships or they may be about goals and purposes (philosophy). Either way, 
these issues often make true collaboration difficult and schools do not usu- 
ally offer adequate support for this type of change process (Thomas, Correa 
& Mors ink, 1995). 

Inclusion, Collaboration, and Beliefs About 
Teaching and Learning 

Students in the elementary education program at the medium-sized 
university where this study took place are likely to have a double major or 
a minor in special education, although such courses are taught by another 
department in another building on campus. Students begin taking special 
education courses their freshman year if they follow that department’s pre- 
scribed sequence; they begin taking elementary education courses their jun- 
ior year, only after special admittance to the program. Therefore, by the time 
students are enrolled in elementary methods courses dealing with teaching 
reading and language arts, they often have already had special education 
courses that have covered similar topics. 

One issue of concern expressed informally by both students and faculty 
m nnr institution is the lack of congaience between the understanding of 
F R I n G acquisition an d the role of teachers of literacy for children with 
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special needs between the special education and the elementary education 
departments and how that difference affects preservice teachers’ developing 
belief systems. The beliefs a teacher brings to instruction may be powerful 
contributors to practice (Vacca, Vacca, & Gove, 1995). The reading textbook 
used in the special education department for example, describes a typical 
beginner’s reading lesson thus: 

Students must leam the most common sound associated with each letter 
first. . . . Letters are usually introduced one at a time after a review of 
previously learned letters. Students can be grouped easily for letter- 
sound knowledge, because there are only a certain number of letters 
to be learned. . .Teachers need to determine the rate (fluency) at which 
students can identify letters as well as their level of accuracy. At any 
given time during the instructional process, students should be able to 
read a list of letters previously taught at a rate of 100 or more per minute. 
Such automaticity is necessary so that students can concentrate on other 
reading skills at a later date. (Mastropieri & Scruggs, 1994, p.130-131) 

This contrasts with beginning reading as described in the most commonly 
used reading textbook in the elementary education department: 

If beginners are going to make a smooth transition from emergent to 
fluent literacy, they must feel at the onset that they belong to a class- 
room community of readers and writers. The challenge of working with 
beginners lies in scaffolding learning and weaving together experiences 
that build on children’s knowledge of language and their previous 
interactions with text. (Vacca, Vacca, & Gove, 1995, pp. 108) 

These two textbooks describe very different belief structures concern- 
ing teaching reading and reading instruction. Special education professors at 
this institution tend to offer a behaviorist explanation for learning and el- 
ementary education tends to offer a social cognitive explanation of learning. 
Particularly in reading and language arts methods classes where the differ- 
ence between bottom up, behaviorist understandings and top-down, 
constructivist understandings seem most pronounced, students challenge what 
they perceive as discrepant information in a course or a textbook, asking, 
“Who is telling the truth? What version of teaching are we to believe?” 

Students at this university often choose a double elementary/special 
education major because they believe they will be more marketable in an 
extremely competitive local job market. Students want to be attractive hires 
for principals and superintendents, but they are unprepared for the differ- 
ences in roles that special education and regular elementary education teachers 
will be required to play in the actual classroom. They are equally unpre- 
oared for the differences in philosophical grounding between the two de- 
tments. Thus, two problems surfaced in preparation of preservice teach- 
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ers: the problem of philosophical congruence between special and elemen- 
tary education instruction as well as the lack of preparation for working with 
another professional to plan and deliver instruction in an inclusion classroom. 

I wanted to help my regular elementary education students understand 
the complexity of teacher beliefs in relationship to practice and of identify- 
ing evidence for best practice. I also wanted them to work closely with the 
special education teacher in an inclusion classroom. In addition, I wanted 
to learn more about what my colleagues in special education were teaching 
the students who sat in my classroom on alternate days. Did we have more 
or less in common that the students could perceive? Were there ways our 
elementary education majors could practice the skills of collaboration needed 
to successfully work with another literacy professional, even if he or she did 
not fundamentally agree on how language was learned and how classrooms 
should look to foster growth in literacy? 

Mterdepartaieiital Collaboration Between 
Elementary and Special Education 

I suggested to a colleague in the special education department that we 
work on fostering collaboration among students in special education and in 
elementary education. We decided eventually that the best way to do this 
was to pair students to work collaboratively on a project. We agreed that 
collaboration skills were of primary importance in inclusion settings; by having 
students work collaboratively in a preservice setting we hoped to model 
interdepartmental collaboration because we ourselves were willing to work 
together and give students the opportunity to experience the process of shared 
decision making themselves. 

In order to investigate student’s experiences with the collaboration as- 
signment I designed an action-research study to collect and analyze data from 
die assignment. My colleague also collected and shared data from her classes. 
As action research, I wanted to use the results to refine my instruction and 
the collaboration project in future semesters to make it more meaningful and 
useful for stu dents. 



Research Questions 

The following general questions framed die inquiry: (1) What are the 
perceptions of the elementary education students concerning their role in 
an inclusion classroom, especially in regard to collaborating with the special 
education teacher, and how are diese perceptions influenced by die implicit 
and explicit differences in prevailing instructional philosophy concerning 
and language arts in the two departments? If preservice teachers do 
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perceive differences in philosophy of instruction, will this influence their 
willingness to engage in collaboration? (2) Can instructors overcome real and 
perceived obstacles to collaboration in the preservice setting so that students 
are more prepared for the important role collaboration will occupy in their 
professional lives, especially given the preponderance of full and partial in- 
clusion of children with special learning needs in today’s regular elementary 
classrooms? 



Course Assignments to Foster Collaboration 
Among Students 

Students from three sections of ELED 352 Methods and Materials for 
Teaching Elementary Language Arts and two sections of SPED 200 Class- 
room Management were randomly paired and given an assignment that would 
require they work together. Before beginning work with their cross-class 
partners, the language arts students were asked to design an inquiry-based, 
thematic framework for instruction that used reading and writing to learn 
across the curriculum. Some worked in teams of two while others completed 
the assignment alone. The students in Classroom Management were given 
case studies of three special needs students who might be in an inclusion 
classroom. The assignment given to the language arts classes was to collaborate 
with the special education student to choose one of the three case studies, 
and to modify the classroom setting or planned instruction in their thematic 
framework in some way to meet the special needs of the student described 
in the case study. They also were to reflect and report on the process of 
collaboration. The special education students taking Classroom Management 
were assigned to share and explain the case studies, to collaborate with their 
language arts partner in choosing one, and to design an adjunct instructional 
intervention from among those studied in their class that reflected a basis in 
the language arts. 

In order to support collaboration among students who might otherwise 
find it difficult to meet or telephone in real time, students were required to 
make at least one contact through electronic mail (e-mail). Ail students auto- 
matically have a campus e-mail address and access to their account at any 
computer lab on campus. They could also use home e-mail addresses if they 
wished. Since the classes met on different days, access to and encourage- 
ment of other than real time collaboration was encouraged so that schedul- 
ing conflicts were minimized as a barrier to collaboration. 
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Investigating the Assignment’s Benefits to Students: 

Data Collection and Analysis 

Students in the elementary education sections were given a short answer 
pre-project anonymous survey about their class status, major, courses taken 
in each department and perceptions about collaboration and of how literacy 
is taught in each department. They were asked to note places where the 
departments might to be sending differing messages about appropriate instruc- 
tion. Students were also asked to envision their ideal teaching job (see Ap- 
pendix A). Students in the elementary education sections ranged from second 
semester sophomores to first semester seniors and post-baccalaureate students 
working only toward certification. All had been admitted to the College of 
Education. The students in the special education sections ranged from fresh- 
men to post-baccalaureate and may or may not have been admitted to the 
College of Education. 

Student reflections on the actual process of collaboration were included 
as part of the language arts assignment (Appendix B). These reflections were 
copied and analyzed. Additionally, students in both elementary and special 
education sections filled in anonymous response forms concerning the as- 
signment at the end of the semester (Appendix C), and three students from 
the special education sections and three students from the elementary edu- 
cation section were asked to form a focus interview group to reflect on and 
explain their experience with the collaboration assignment. Since the stu- 
dents in the language arts class had written reflections on the project, one 
who identified a failed collaboration was asked to be interviewed, and two 
students who worked together on the thematic framework and reported a 
successful collaboration with their special education partner were asked to 
be interviewed. Special education students to be interviewed were identi- 
fied by the instructor of that course. This group interview (Appendix D) with 
students and both instructors was audio tape recorded, and students were 
given the questions beforehand and asked to write preliminary responses. 

The data from the surveys and interviews were coded into emergent 
categories and analyzed for frequency and content using the constant com- 
parison method (Strauss & Corbin, 1990) and frequency analysis. Addition- 
ally, two tapes of instructor planning sessions of the collaboration assignment 
were transcribed and coded. After the semester ended, the instructors used 
these transcripts to discuss their own perceptions of the project and to develop 
categories related to both their concerns and the successes of this assignment. 
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Limitations of This Study 

Designed primarily as teacher-action research, this study investigates my 
own students and my own teaching. While results of this type of project may 
be beneficial to other teacher educators, results are generalizable only in a 
heuristic sense given the situatedness of the investigation. Also, the students’ 
beliefs and practices concerning collaboration in methods classes may not 
reflect their actual practices once they begin teaching in schools. 

Results 

Before the Collaboration Assignment: 

Beliefs Concerning Special Education And Inclusion 

Seventy-five students were enrolled in the elementary education language 
arts classes; sixty-eight returned pre-collaboration project survey responses. 
None of the juniors (n=32; 53% of total respondents) perceived a philosophical 
conflict between departments, although 85% of the senior and post-baccalau- 
reate students perceived a difference or conflict between what they learned 
in special education classes and what they learned in elementary education 
classes. Among those students who noted a difference between departments, 
19% students attributed the difference to the learning theory espoused depart- 
mentally: 

In the SPED classes they stress teacher directed instruction instead of 
the constructivist theory that many methods courses stress. This seems 
confusing. 

I am the parent of a learning-disabled student and I disagree with the 
bottom up approach used in SPED literacy program. . . . Many of the 
strategies SPED presents are doubting the child’s ability to learn. A top- 
down approach is more effective . . . 

SPED concentrates on task analysis and behavior modification, ELED 
on whole language. 

When students who did not perceive a conflict between departments 
expressed concerns, they wrote about conflicts in their own understanding — 
between what they wanted to learn but did not seem to be “getting” or what 
they thought they should learn. Eight percent of students wrote comments 
about lack of knowledge or practice. 

I don’t know how I will make special ed. students fit into my class- 
room. We learned the methods but not how to incorporate them. 

Both departments talk about inclusion, but both departments do not 
teach inclusively. 
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Student Assessment and Reflection 
on the Collaboration Assignment 

Out of a total of 126 students in both sections, only four students (3%) 
reported that they could not reach their assigned partner by either e-mail or 
telephone. In this case, students were reassigned to other partners or given 
the opportunity to construct the project without collaboration, reflecting on 
how and why the collaboration failed. Students who made no effort to col- 
laborate and whose partners submitted e-mail copies of unanswered requests 
to share information were given no credit for this assignment. 

Students had mixed reactions to the project as they worked with their 
partners. As I categorized concerns, I recognized the responses of the stu- 
dents as concerns teachers themselves express. Students were concerned with 
having to collaborate in the first place in terms of ownership and time: 

I planned my lesson carefully and then another person wanted to cri- 
tique and change it. Their ideas might be okay, but I’m not sure I like 
them telling me what to do. 

I got the inquiry question set, had my concepts organized with good 
discovery activities, had stuff from science methods and math, and I 
wanted to be done with it. It takes too much time to try to agree on 
what to do with another person. 

I know about language arts and what this assignment should be like 
and this person is just a freshman and is clueless. 

Others were disturbed if a collaborative spirit didn’t emerge and the 
assigned collaborators worked at seeming cross purposes: 

My partner didn’t take my inquiry question seriously. She just wanted 
to make some game she could turn in for points. How does a . . . game 
fit an inquiry classroom? 

I got the feeling I took this way more seriously. 



Several of the upper-class elementary education students who were also 
special education majors or minors believed they did not learn much from 
the collaboration project. Of the 53 elementary students who filled out the 
end of semester feedback form 51% (all double majors or minors) believed 
that they did not learn anything from the collaboration assignment about 
students with disabilities. Twenty-two percent of these students, however, 
did mention their ability to help their special education partner: “I didn’t leam 
much, but I think my partner learned a lot.” Some students in the elementary 
education sections (11%) also explained they learned about the collabora- 
tion process itself (time involved or sharing of insights) rather than about 
Q * nts with disabilities. On the other hand, of the 49 special education stu- 
who responded to the end of semester feedback form, 86% replied 
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that they learned something from working on the project about at least one 
aspect of teaching the language arts. Only 10% of these students had taken 
the elementary methods course focusing on language arts previously. 

The responses of the special education students ranged from clearly 
related to the elementary education course, “Language overlaps so many areas. A 
child struggling with reading will have a hard time with science and history 
for reasons that have nothing to do with science and history,” to a response 
that seemed unrelated to the thematic reading and writing-to-learn project 
required of the elementary students, “I learned specifics about phonics and 
word attack.” Again, upper division saidents who were double majors reported 
learning little about content from the project (although they said they learned 
about collaboration). Ten percent of the special education students reported 
that they had already had the elementary methods course and did not learn 
about teaching any of the language arts from completing the project. 

Some students, however, found that discovering ideas about teaching 
through talk and shared decision-making was a positive and productive 
experience. Nearly all students (97%) mentioned the importance of patience 
or compromise at least once in their language arts reflections. Students also 
reported learning the most from the project when two factors were present: 
(1) they were equally or less knowledgeable than their partner, and (2) their 
partner took the assignment as seriously as they did and ideas offered were 
discussed respectfully. 

It was really fun to talk to someone and explain to them my ideas. I could 
tell by their reaction what made sense and what was just an idea in my 
head no one else got. It was like writing workshop for teaching. 

Sometimes it’s hard to know what to do with kids who might have 
trouble. The two of us talking about it gave me some ways to really 
think about what 111 do. 

In the long run, two teachers can work together if they put the needs 
of the student first. 

[By talking with my partner] ... I realized I need to think carefully about 
all the students in my classroom. 

Two categories for the success of collaboration emerged from the group 
interviews at the end of the collaboration assignment. First, these students 
recognized that collaboration took time, but felt it was worth the time when 
new ideas were created in discussion and sharing. All six students, even the 
one who had unsuccessfully tried to connect with the special education 
partner, valued collaboration and wanted to be able to share ideas with the 
good of a child in mind. A second factor interviewed students identified as 
O rtant for successful collaboration was that both parties needed to have 
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“open minds.” Students in the group interview had a pragmatic “whatever 
works when you try it out” approach to instruction that appeared different 
from the philosophical grounding of either course. 



Student Reports on Using E-Mail to Collaborate 

Given general student interest in technology and especially the Internet, 
I envisioned they would also find e-mail a beneficial method of communica- 
tion and collaboration. However, students found e-mail less satisfying than 
face-to-face planning. The work of collaboration was done during meetings. 
Although a face-to-face encounter was not a requirement of the project, all 
of the student teams that made any kind of collaborative contact had at least 
one face to face meeting. For 98% of students, e-mail was a neutral experi- 
ence, a way to share schedules and set up meetings where the real work 
was done. Only one student in the elementary sections and one in the spe- 
cial education sections (both non-traditional students living more than an 
hour’s drive from campus) specifically mentioned e-mail as an important 
benefit of this project for saving time and facilitating collaboration. For an- 
other student (also a non-traditional student living over an hour’s drive from 
campus), e-mail was a “horrible experience.” She reported that between the 
inadvertent closing of her e-mail account and spending “days” on the phone 
and running from office to office to get her account re-opened (only to have 
lost all her on-line data) she would “never use e-mail again.” Such a strong 
negative reaction was unmatched by any other students, however. 



The Impact of the Collaboration Assignment 
of Student’s Beliefs 

Several structural complications arose in this assignment. The instructors 
did not have similar on-campus schedules, and both were responsible to 
students in field settings off campus, making instructor on-going collabora- 
tion difficult. Differences between the class level and experience of students 
in the two courses made pairing the two classes difficult — first year students 
were paired with upper-class students and were expected to collaborate as 
equals. Left unexamined were the fundamental differences in departmental 
philosophy in designing the assignment. The design of a thematic, across the 
curriculum inquiry based-framework for the language arts students reflects my 
own language learning beliefs. When I envisioned that students would con- 
struct adaptations in collaboration with their assigned partner, I assumed the 
special education students would know how. Yet the special education stu- 
dents were not familiar with the issue of adaptation or modification of cur- 
Q um in terms of inquiry-based teaching. On the other hand, my colleague 
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in special education required that her students design an adjunct product (a 
game, a classroom design, a specific adaptive worksheet or assignment) re- 
lated to language arts and I had not given my students any instruction in this 
area. Although the project requirement for my students and for my colleague’s 
students was different, we both envisioned an assignment that created a real 
need for discussion and sharing among the pairs of students. This was our 
shared value. The students who reported a positive learning experience were 
not troubled by the difference in their assignment outcomes and they too 
valued the sharing itself. However, this difference in assignment outcomes was 
noted by 23% of the students in either final reflections in the language arts 
assignment or the final survey given to all students. 

There has to be some agreement between the collaborating individu- 
als about what the final goal is. Without a common goal this is a diffi- 
cult process. My collaborating individual did not need to collaborate 
with me because she had a totally different project than I did. 

We did not anticipate the resistance some students gave to collaboration 
and sharing knowledge with another student based on two different project 
outcomes. Yet differing ideas about what instruction will entail and differing 
responsibilities of the regular education and special education teacher is an 
occurrence both my colleague and I had experienced in our work as public 
school teachers. What we envisioned as an invitation to discussion was not 
perceived that way by all students. 

An assignment of this nature has the potential to positively affect students’ 
abilities to work collaboratively with colleagues, and such professional col- 
laboration seems inevitable as current trends for inclusion of special needs 
students into regular education classrooms grows in practice (Shaw, Biklin, 
Conlon, Dunn, Kramer & DeRoma-Wagner, 1990). However, in order to do 
so, students must be helped to appreciate collaboration’s messier features. Stu- 
dents found lack of time and lack of cooperation as detriments to the process; 
they were troubled if they thought they “knew” more than their partner did. 
They saw lack of congruence between assignment products as instructor-based 
rather than as discipline or situationally based. For some, this perceived dif- 
ference in assignments (which I attribute to a difference in instructor philoso- 
phy) negatively impacted their feelings of successful collaboration. For oth- 
ers, the assignment created an opportunity to discuss and share strategies for 
ensuring student learning success. Sharing ideas with a knowledgeable and 
caring colleague was the primary motivation for appreciating collaboration. 

Using e-mail, for the most part, did not ameliorate a further concern, 
that of time to meet in order to collaborate. Face-to-face discussion and sharing 
were considered far more important to successful collaboration than the access 
O of real time and space that e-mail provides. 
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As my colleague and I continue this collaboration assignment, I want to 
help students realize from the start that the special education and elementary 
education students are not working at cross-purposes even when project out- 
comes for the two courses are different. The philosophical differences between 
departments is perceived by some students as a difference in assignment 
outcome (the add-on game or worksheet versus the modification of existing 
assignments); their focus on a preservice teacher outcome rather than an 
imagined special need student outcome created an atmosphere that discour- 
aged collaboration. This philosophical difference is real, but must not be 
allowed to interfere with necessary collaboration. My aim is that students 
eventually understand what several students wrote in their reflection about 
the project, that “it is putting the needs of the saident first that makes collabora- 
tion work.” It also seems important to make clear to students that learning to 
negotiate issues of successful collaboration are as important as learning spe- 
cific content or strategies for literacy or special education instruction. Teach- 
ing students how to recognize potential areas of disruption and interpersonal 
relationship strategies will help to keep the collaboration process productive. 

While I did not get followup feedback from students specifically focused 
on the concerns they earlier expressed about departments' different learn- 
ing theories, many students who successfully collaborated seemed less in- 
terested in understanding beliefs or learning theory and more interested in 
strategies for ensuring student success. Given their novice status as teachers, 
helping students gain the confidence to deal with inclusion and collabora- 
tion by providing a broad repertoire of teaching and collaboration strategies 
may be as important as making beliefs explicit. However, the requirement 
that students reflect on the process of collaboration seemed to function as a 
mechanism for students to examine what works and what doesn’t work, judg- 
ments that are ultimately belief-based. 

Collaboration is an essential skill for teachers who will work with other 
professionals to plan and implement instruction. Working with a colleague 
in another department gave me the impetus to assess and learn about my 
own teaching in tenns of student perceptions of success, and it provided for 
sharing and discussion that helped me turn ideas into practice. This assign- 
ment gave students avenues for attitude adjustment and reflection about what 
they can do and still need to practice in order for collaboration to be a suc- 
cess when working to assure that all students learn. As one saident wrote, 
It is easier to discuss what I want for my future students with 
someone in another class than in [my own] class because I think 
about what I can do in my own classroom someday. I am learn- 
ing how to talk about what / think is important. If I collaborate 
with someone, I feel less alone and overwhelmed. 
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Appendix A 

Early Semester Survey Given to Language Arts Classes 

1. What is your class rank? (circle one) 

junior 1 junior 2 senior 1 senior 2 post bacc other 

2. What is your major(s)? Minor(s) 

3. If you could have any teaching job, what would your dream position be? 

4. What elementary or early childhood methods classes are you taking now? 

5. What special education classes are you taking now? 

6. What ELEC classes have you taken previously? 

7. What SPED classes have you taken previously? 

8. What do you know about a regular elementary literacy teacher’s role in 
inclusion classrooms? What would you like to know? 

If you have taken classes in SPED, please respond to the following; 

9. Compare what you have learned about literacy in your ELEC classes with 
what you have learned in SPED. How is the information alike? How is it 
different? Explain anything you find confusing or contradictory. 

If you are willing to be interviewed about this survey, please write your name 
and phone number here: 





J 
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Appendix B 

Language Arts Assignment 

Log of Collaborative Conferences: 

Name of Language Arts teacher(s): 

Name of Special Education Professional: 

Case Study Chosen: 

Modifications/Adaptations to curriculum agreed upon for this child: 

How will you ensure that your instruction remains focused on meaningful, 
authentic literacy activities and inquiry as you adapt your instruction for this 
child’s special needs? 

List date, type, and content of conferences. Note in your reflection what hap- 
pened and how that seemed to help or hinder your goals for planning your 
thematic framework. 



Conference Record 



Date 


Type: phone 
e-mail, in 
person 


Content: What was 
discussed? What 
decisions were 
made? 


Reflection: How did 
it work? How did 
it feel? 



































Write a one or two page reflective summary of the process and product of 
your collaborative efforts. 
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Appendix C 

Final Survey Given to All Sections of Language Arts and 
Classroom Management Classes 

Special Education Teachers’ [Language Arts Teachers’] 
Collaboration Project Feedback 

Directions: Please comment on the following issues related to the collabora- 
tion project you completed recently. 

1 . What is the most important aspect of collaboration you learned following 
the completion of your project? 

2. What is the most important aspect of your skills and knowledge in lan- 
guage arts you learned following the completion of your project? 

3. What is the most important aspect of your skills and knowledge working 
with students with disabilities you learned following the completion of 
your project? 



Appendix D 

Focus Group Interview Guide Questions 

1. What preparation for collaboration had you received in the College of 
Education prior to this project? 

2. What made you decide to choose the particular case study, area of lan- 
guage arts, and assessment of instructional strategy with your peer? 

3. Did you have any difficulties or concerns about collaboration as you 
worked with your peer? 

4. Has the completion of the project affected your collaboration views? 

3. Do you have a better sense of the benefits and pitfalls of collaboration as 
a result of this project? 

6. What do you think is the ideal collaborative arrangement for preservice 
teachers preparing to work in general education/special education class- 
rooms? 

7. What types of preparation do new teachers need in collaboration to meet 
the range of student diversity in inclusion classrooms? 



O 
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Abstract 

Professional development centers involving the collaborative efforts of 
public schools and universities have been cited as a viable method of facili- 
tating change in teacher education programs. However, collaborative efforts 
between universities and public schools have a history of unequal partner- 
ships. The teacher education program described has evolved and experienced 
growth as a result of implementing refinements based on the collaborative 
reflective assessment of all partners. This article examines the impact of re- 
flective assessment upon the Northeast Texas Center for Professional Develop- 
ment and Technology (NETCPDT) teacher education program — and the re- 
sulting integration of literacy-related strategies throughout the public school 
and university curriculum. 



C hange has been called for in teacher-education programs (Commeyras, 
Reinking, Heubach, & Pangucco, 1993; Dixon & Ishler, 1992; Holmes 
Group, 1986). This call for reform of teacher education programs is not a 
new phenomenon. A century ago, the Committee of Ten was formed to ex- 
plore ways to improve elementary and secondary schools. The participants 
O died the consensus that universities should collaborate with public schools 
>rder to improve instruction and learning in schools (Clark, 1988). How- 
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ever, studies in the United States have found little change in instruction since 
the beginning of the common school (Cuban, 1984; Goodlad, 1984; Jack- 
son, 1986). 

A recent focus of school reform has been on restructuring public school 
education by empowering teachers to become interactive, dynamic decision 
makers (David, 1989). These teacher decision makers collaborate with other 
educators in order to refine and extend their own roles and, consequently, 
improve teaching and learning (Holmes Group, 1986; Lieberman & Miller, 
1986; McCarthy & Peterson, 1989; Murphy, 1990). As a method of facilitating 
the opportunity for collaboration, attention has been focused on the possi- 
bility of public schools and universities fonning partnerships (Holmes Group, 
1990) in order to “bring practicing teachers and administrators together with 
university faculty in partnerships that improve teaching and learning on the 
part of their respective students 5 ’ (Holmes Group, 1986, p. 56). Goodlad (1991) 
identified the use of clinical or “teaching” schools which incorporated uni- 
versity and public school collaboration to enhance the learning of school 
children and pre-service teachers as a critical component for the redesign of 
teacher education in the nineties. 

The collaboration of public schools and universities has a history inter- 
twined with challenges (Roemer, 1991; Sarason, 1982; Tye & Tye, 1985). A 
pervasive view that theory is the exclusive domain of the university and 
practice the responsibility of the public school (Zeichner, 1992) has often 
counteracted the growth of common interests and bonds of trust (Booth, 
Furlong, & Wilkin, 1990; Goodlad, 1991). Therefore, collaboration does not 
always provide equal voice and responsibility for all participants. 

Whitford, Schlechty, and Shelor (1987) describe three types of collabo- 
ration: cooperative, symbiotic, and organic. Traditionally, many universities 
enter into cooperative or symbiotic collaborations with public schools. While 
cooperative collaborations are characterized by one entity providing a ser- 
vice or doing a short-term project with little reciprocation from the other par- 
ticipant, symbiotic collaborations usually involve some type of reciprocation 
such as, “We’II provide a workshop for your teachers if you let us place stu- 
dent teachers in your school.” In both symbiotic and cooperative collabora- 
tions, the primary responsibility for decision making and leadership rests with 
one of the institutions, typically the university. In contrast, organic collabo- 
ration involves a redefinition of roles, responsibilities, and the decision mak- 
ing procedure so that all partners are on level ground. While the Holmes 
Group (1986) supports organic collaboration between universities and pub- 
lic schools as a method of instigating change in education, the literature on 
school reform primarily documents school change that does not include 
iim^sity a nd public school collaboration on teacher education (Scharer, 

; n i p in, Lehman, & Allen, 1993; Shapiro, 1994). Goodlad (1984) summa- 
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rized this dilemma by stating: “In short, the joining of school (and school 
district) and universities in commonly purposive and mutually beneficial link- 
ages is a virtually untried and therefore, unstudied phenomenon” (p. 12). 

This article focuses on the evolutionary process in which Texas A&M 
University-Commerce and public school partners engaged while creating a 
field-based program (Northeast Center for Professional Development and 
Technology — NETCPDT). Our program is based on the concept of all part- 
ners having equal voice and choice. Our organic collaboration, or “level 
ground” process is ongoing and promotes collaborative reflection and dis- 
cussion concerning “what is working?” and “what should we do differently?” 



The Quest Begins 

In 1991, the Texas Legislature responded to the call for teacher educa- 
tion reform by designating grant funds for the formation of partnerships in- 
volving universities and public schools. In order to receive funds, universi- 
ties and public schools had the opportunity to collaborate and submit grant 
proposals describing how their partnerships would reform and positively 
impact preservice teacher education, in-service teacher education and, ulti- 
mately, the achievement of the public school student. When the Requests for 
Proposals were sent out by the Texas Education Agency, Texas A&M Univer- 
sity-Commerce (TAMU-C) was placing student teachers in numerous school 
districts. Therefore, TAMU-C issued an open invitation to school districts who 
were currently working with our student teachers to form a collaborative 
partnership and submit a proposal for grant funds. Three school districts 
accepted the invitation and agreed to be partners in the grant writing. 

The grant writing occurred during the spring of 1991, with two univer- 
sity grant writers collaborating with representatives from each of the three 
districts. The NETCPDT partnership was informed in August of 1991 that a 
planning grant had been awarded. The process had begun. 

Since organic or “level ground” collaboration was a stated goal, repre- 
sentatives from each entity of the newly formed partnership began meeting 
in the fall of 1991 to brainstorm goals and develop a program that would 
meet the needs of both university and public school students. A goal in the 
grant proposal was that all partners, including public school and university 
faculty, would have equal “voice and choice” in the development and imple- 
mentation of the program. The program could not be developed and man- 
dated by partners who were not teaching in the public school and university 
classrooms. Therefore, the majority of the program developers were public 
school and university teaching faculty. The initial meeting included the one 
or two university faculty members who would be working with the first group 
field-based students in each of the districts (a total of 5-6 university fac- 
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ulty), principals from interested buildings in each of the three districts (usu- 
ally two to three per district), two to three public school faculty members 
from each building, the dean of the college of education, the elementary 
education department head, a business representative, a central office ad- 
ministrative representative from each district (superintendent or assistant 
superintendent) and educational consultants from the Regional Service Cen- 
ter. As a result of the meeting, the following vision was developed for the 
professional development center: 

. . . one that is designed, implemented, delivered, monitored, evaluated, 
and modified by a collaboration of partners with representation from 
all constituents of the program, i. e., teacher educators, university stu- 
dents, public school classroom teachers and administrators (Govern- 
ing Board of NETCPDT, 1994, p. 1). 

The guiding principles behind the mission statement are collaboration 
and shared decision making — in effect a true partnership. The fall of 1991 
and spring of 1992 were spent in collaborative planning with the addition of 
university students, the secondary education department head and faculty 
members, and representatives from departments on campus that delivered 
coursework for teacher education majors. However, the collaborative deci- 
sion was made that the majority of representation must continue to be pub- 
lic school and university teachers. This group was named the NETCPDT 
Governing Board and initially met formally one to three times per semester. 
It became the vehicle for formalizing the basic framework of the program. 

One of the first changes in teacher education effected by the partner- 
ship involved the basic character of the program. Both public school and 
university faculty had often commented that the framework and timetable of 
the traditional program were “set in stone.” Traditionally, student teachers 
spent ten weeks with one cooperating teacher. In those instances, district 
placements were made by the university and student teachers were assigned 
to teachers by public school administrators. Cooperating teachers were re- 
quired to follow a timetable of phasing the student teacher into instructional 
responsibilities following a university mandated schedule. The university su- 
pervisor conducted four formal evaluations and assigned the grade for stu- 
dent teaching. This model of student teaching had been implemented in each 
district, building, and grade level in the same manner year after year. 

In contrast, the NETCPDT professional development program was to be 
evolutionary, “changing and refining, often requiring evaluation and modifi- 
cation,” in which “the roles of professors and teachers may change from time 
to time” (NETCPDT, 1992). The new emphasis was on continually meeting 
the needs of the students in the public school. Consequently, partners de- 
lat the time pre-service teachers spent in public school classrooms 
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should be extended from ten weeks to include the final two semesters of a 
pre -service teacher’s university experience. The first-semester smdents are 
called interns and spend two full days per week in the public schools and 
one day at a university seminar. During their second semester, or residency, 
students only return to die university campus for instaictional seminars once 
every two weeks; the remainder of die time is spent in public schools. Pre- 
service teachers are eligible to graduate from the university and receive cer- 
tification to teach at the conclusion of a successful residency. Since el- 
ementary education majors would be certified to teach grades 1-8, partners 
believed pre-service teachers should have exposure to more than one teacher 
and grade level. As a result of diis shared planning, a program began to evolve 
for interns/residents which provided intensive exposure to the “real-world” 
of the public schools by membership in a support system of an Instaictional 
Leadership Team (ILT). The ILT consisted of an intern and/or resident, a 
minimum of two public school teachers at different grade levels who would 
be called mentor teachers, and a university faculty member who would be 
referred to as a liaison. 

Collaborative planning and implementing of a new framework requires 
communication, time, trust, and flexibility. Communication and planning at 
the public school district and building level and within the university educa- 
tion department were ongoing processes during the fall of 1991 and spring 
of 1992 while continuing with the traditional teacher preparation program. 
Interested faculty on the seven public school campuses involved in piloting 
the new program began planning based on the needs and schedules of the 
public schools. University faculty who expressed interest in being liaisons 
met with administrators and prospective mentors in formal and informal 
meetings after school on each public school campus to discuss the initial 
framework, suggestions, concerns, and refinements. District level meetings 
were held to pull university and public school partners together for plan- 
ning and refinement. Grant funds were used to provide substitutes for teachers 
who were planning to be mentors to meet with university liaisons during 
the school day. A three-day planning retreat was held for each district dur- 
ing the summer of 1992, involving building principals, mentors, liaisons, and 
central office administrative representatives. 

Communication among all partners was essential for the evolutionary 
process to continue. Therefore, partners designed a flexible needs-based 
communication framework. The communication framework did not drive 
the program — the needs of public school and university students remained 
central. If a critical issue surfaced that needed discussion, the appropriate 
partners met quickly and their concerns were communicated and addressed, 
^e goal of the communication framework was to ensure that communica- 
• | f n occurred, even if concerns were not evident. However, it was not de- 
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signed to set a chain of command in place, but to facilitate level ground 
communication among all partners. 

It quickly became apparent that the “heart and soul” of the program was 
the ILT; therefore, partners believed informal ILT meetings should occur 
weekly. Mentor teachers continually verbalized the importance of sharing 
ideas and concerns with other mentors on their campuses; therefore, part- 
ners decided campus meetings after school involving the mentors, interns, 
liaisons, and building administrators should be scheduled monthly. Since 
several buildings in each district were involved in the program, communica- 
tion among campuses was important. Therefore, each building selected one 
to two mentors and interns to go with their principal and university liaison 
to a district steering committee. District steering committees met at least once 
per semester and included mentors, liaisons, interns, residents, a district 
administrative representative (assistant superintendent or superintendent), and 
a college of education administrator. Partners continually explored the exist- 
ing student teaching program and the proposed framework of the new pro- 
gram. Adjustments were made based on the needs of the children in the 
individual districts. The feedback and suggestions were then taken back to 
the Governing Board where program directions were explored until con- 
sensus was reached by all partners. It was agreed that since each district and 
building had unique needs, program decisions which impacted the entire 
collaborative had to be flexible enough to allow varied implementation at 
the building level. 

One concern that surfaced in district steering committee meetings was 
quickly brought to the NETCPDT Governing Board. This was the realization 
that implementation of a program which placed an adult learner in a public 
school classroom for an entire year in a teaming situation could be negative 
if the mentor was not comfortable with the placement. Therefore, an early 
decision involved creating a collaborative procedure to place interns in 
schools. Public school and university faculty felt that public school input into 
the placement process should be increased. Therefore, it was agreed that 
interns would participate in an interview process involving mentor teachers, 
university faculty, and public school administrators. Each district had the flex- 
ibility to organize the interviews in a way which best met its needs, and the 
process provided the public schools with the opportunity to identify interns 
whose strengths, needs, and qualifications were the “best fit” for their cam- 
puses. 

Collaboration continued through sharing and discussing views concerning 
what knowledge and qualities a good teacher possessed and what experi- 
ences facilitated acquiring these traits. State requirements were examined and 
wavs to enable pre-service teachers to become proficient in these areas were 
I p ormed. Nine proficiencies were identified as critical for teaching. Public 
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school and university faculty resolved to provide opportunities for pre -ser- 
vice teachers’ growth in each of these nine proficiencies. 

Initial implementation of the program focused on these proficiencies; 
however, evolution occurred as partners continually collaborated to refine 
the program to enhance the growth of the interns and residents. During this 
evolution, it became evident that the collaborative process promoted growth 
in the nine proficiencies for all pre-service and in-service educators — interns, 
residents, mentors, liaisons, and administrators. Therefore, an examination 
of the evolutionary process will provide anecdotal references to the growth 
all partners experienced. 



Examining the Evolutionary Process 

Partners decided fall 1992 was the target for initial implementation of 
the NETCPDT program. Since the program was developing while implemen- 
tation occurred, or as one partner stated “flying this airplane as we are build- 
ing it,” consensus was reached to implement the program in one district per 
semester. In the fall of 1992, 11 interns and one liaison began on two public 
school campuses with 22 mentor teachers in the first district. Implementa- 
tion continued at the site in the spring of 1993 as those 11 became residents 
and were joined by 10 more interns and another liaison. The same spring, 
new implementation began with 12 interns, 2 liaisons and 24 mentors on 
three campuses in the second district. In the fall of 1993, implementation 
began in the third district with 10 interns and one liaison on two campuses. 
At the same time, 12 interns, 14 residents, and a liaison affiliated with four 
campuses in the second district, and 14 interns and one liaison joined the 
ten residents in the first district. At this point a total of 60 interns and resi- 
dents, 121 mentors, 6 liaisons, and 7 public school campuses were actively 
involved in the program. Throughout this implementation period, all part- 
ners continued to plan, refine, and extend based on shared experiences. This 
evolutionary process is examined here through a discussion of the rationale, 
implementation, and evolution of the nine proficiencies. Quoted material has 
been gleaned from field notes and anecdotal records of the authors, minutes 
of campus meetings, artifacts from joint planning meetings, and response/ 
reaction journals of interns/residents. 

Proficiency #7; Demonstrates an Understanding of and Sensitivity 
to Students , Professional Peers, and Parents. 

Rationale/Implementation. Since the university students were to be 
in the school for an entire school year in a team situation, sensitivity to oth- 
ers was considered a critical attribute. This had not been a major concern in 
O traditional program, since the university students entered the public school 
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after school had been in session, only remained ten weeks, and had limited 
interaction with people other than their cooperating public school teacher. 
The situation for the interns was very different. Public school teachers felt 
that the first two weeks of the school year were a critical time period for 
establishing relationships among teachers, students, parents, and professional 
peers. Consequently, a consensus was reached that the intern should begin 
the school year with the public school team on the very first day of in-ser- 
vice and remain with that team for two full weeks before returning to the 
university for seminar. University and public school faculty felt that, prior to 
the first day of in-service, university liaisons should conduct an orientation 
session for interns to provide a broad overview of the semester and give a 
framework for observation of classroom management and organization dur- 
ing the first two weeks. The public school faculty felt that these two weeks 
were an important time for the intern to identify with the school and “bond” 
with his/her team; therefore, they asked that university faculty “stay away” 
during this time. In addition, a joint decision was made that interns would 
be treated as faculty members. They would attend functions in which teach- 
ers had the opportunity to interact with others, including faculty meetings, 
planning meetings, inservice presentations, and parent conferences. Interns 
would interact with students on the first day of class, be introduced as a part 
of the instructional team, and be involved in interactions with the students 
as the new school year began. 

Evolution. As the first semester progressed, several areas of concern 
emerged. While the interns felt welcome on the campus during the first two 
weeks, they also were overwhelmed. The intensity of being on the public 
school campus every day during the first two weeks of school without uni- 
versity support caused many of the interns to feel abandoned and wonder 
“What have I gotten myself into?” As a result, the public school and univer- 
sity faculty decided that the university liaison should “touch base” with the 
interns during the end of the first week and/or the beginning of the second 
week. 

While it had been acknowledged that this experience was new and 
unknown for interns, it also soon became evident that mentor teachers and 
university liaisons were exploring new territory. Mentor teachers voiced a 
need for assistance in demonstrating sensitivity as they learned how to work 
with an adult learner. Planning for and with an intern required new interac- 
tion skills as mentor teachers found they needed to team with an intern and 
share their class. Although many mentors had supervised student teachers 
in the traditional program, they had never experienced having an adult learner 
in their class from the beginning of school. As noted by one intern in her 
resoonse journal during the first week of instruction, children quickly learned 
t the communication and sensitivity skills of the adults in the classroom: 
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It’s amazing how quickly children learn to play one adult against the 
other. For example if one teacher won’t let them do something, then 
he/she asks the other one. Once we (intern and mentor) got these trivial 
things worked out with the students we were well on our way to a 
wonderful year together. 

University liaisons also raised issues, espeically a concern about “tread- 
ing on the territory” of the public school teachers. The program required 
extensive interaction among interns, teachers, and university liaisons. There- 
fore, it was critical that the university liaisons be viewed and view themselves 
as part of the team rather than being the person in charge. Mentor teachers 
voiced concerns that their teaching might be evaluated or judged by univer- 
sity liaisons and/or interns and discussed in seminars. Consequently, interns, 
mentor teachers, and university liaisons quickly identified communication and 
trust as critical components for all involved, and brainstorming sessions were 
held to determine ways to facilitate open communication and trust. 

Other means of communication also were developed. Instructional lead- 
ership teams decided to schedule short weekly meetings for perception check- 
ing. Monthly after-school meetings brought all of the interns, mentor teach- 
ers, administrators, and university liaisons together to discuss general items 
such as successes, concerns, and requirements. A “Seminar News” was cre- 
ated which gave the mentors an overview of what occurred in seminar and 
what assignments the interns were to be working on. Grant funds were avail- 
able for substitutes, and an open invitation was given to mentors and ad- 
ministrators to attend seminars at any time. 

Sharing of seminar activities was to occur while interns collaborated with 
their mentors and completed an Instaictional Teacher Education Plan (ITEP) 
(Appendix A). The ITEP gave interns the opportunity and the responsibility to 
collaborate with mentor teachers and determine a plan for fulfilling the assign- 
ments from seminar. During the collaboration, the intern filled in the proposed 
activities. After the planned event was completed, the intern filled in the date. 
At the conclusion of the week, the intern was responsible for evaluating the 
progress made toward completing the plan and making recommendations for 
the next week’s plan. Mentor teachers were then asked to sign the ITEP to 
signify that the intern had collaborated and communicated with them. 

During this time period, mentor teachers and university liaisons also re- 
quested assistance in enhancing their communication skills, particularly in 
the areas of communicating with adult learners and problem solving. As a 
result, staff development sessions conducted by consultants addressed these 
areas with the understanding that participating mentor teachers and univer- 
sity liaisons would assume staff development leadership on these issues as 
-Q” mentors and liaisons entered the program. 

ERIC 
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Proficiency #2: Demonstrates Effective Observation Skills. 

Rationale/Implementation. Observation was recognized as a valuable 
learning tool by both public school mentors and university liaisons; therefore, 
they designated two methods to record observations. In order to plan for and 
document time spent in observational roles the ITEPs were utilized. In addi- 
tion, interns were required to complete daily reaction/reflection logs. When 
in an observation role they were required to follow a clinical model by giv- 
ing a minute-by-minute account of what they saw. They then wrote what they 
learned from the experience and how the information would impact their fu- 
ture instruction. It was assumed at this point that observation roles would pre- 
cede opportunities for the intern to interact with students in instructional roles 
and would occur primarily during the first few weeks of the intern semester. 

Evolution. It soon became evident that “observing does not necessarily 
equal seeing.” Interns often did not know what to look for; therefore, it was 
difficult for them to identify the components of an instructional activity which 
facilitated success. As a result, many interns were not able to discuss how 
observing the lesson would have an effect upon their plans for future in- 
struction. The majority of mentor teachers decided that they typically designed 
their lessons around a lesson cycle which included the following compo- 
nents: a focus or introduction, relating new material to prior knowledge, an 
interactive presentation of the material, opportunities for guided practice, 
opportunities for independent practice, and a closure activity. Evaluation con- 
tinued throughout the lesson in order to monitor students’ understanding 
and adjust instruction as necessary. Mentor teachers voiced the belief that 
these lesson cycle elements were also the components they considered nec- 
essary for an intern to incorporate in a lesson. Therefore, a lesson observa- 
tion form was collaboratively designed by interns, residents, mentors, and 
liaisons which focused attention on the areas which mentor teachers had 
designated as important. 

As interns completed the observation phase of their semester and moved 
into more instructional responsibilities with individuals, small groups, and/ 
or whole groups, they were only beginning to understand the lesson cycle. 
They voiced a desire to have more opportunities to observe experienced 
teachers. The experience of teaching had the effect of making observation a 
more valuable learning experience. Therefore, Instructional Leadership Teams 
began scheduling observation opportunities within and across campuses for 
interns based on the individual intern’s needs. 



Proficiency #3: Demonstrates Effective Classroom Management Skills. 

Rationale/Implementation. Ways to enhance interns’ growth in ef- 
fective classroom management were brainstormed and discussed by class- 
O n mentors and university liaisons. The importance of interns “being there” 
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from the first class day, so that they could observe and participate in stu- 
dents becoming familiar with the management and instructional practices 
and procedures of the classroom was cited as a critical experience in order 
for interns to be able to appreciate how the students act in November and 
know what it took to get them to that point. Mentor teachers and university 
liaisons expressed hope that a full year of experience in the classroom would 
enhance the classroom management skills of the intern. 

Evolution. Interns quickly expressed concern and fear about their com- 
petence in classroom management. They asked for more opportunities to 
observe the classroom management strategies of teachers other than those 
in their own ILT. Interns wrote and discussed accounts of their experiences 
in classroom management and the resulting successes, failures, and fears such 
as this excerpt from an intern’s written summary of her growth in classroom 
management skills at mid-term: 

After observing several classrooms, I have come to the conclusion that 
classroom management is the most important element to the success 
of the child and the classroom as a whole group. It is vital to everyone 
involved that the class as a whole respect (one another and their prop- 
erty). I think if you gain this respect between teacher and student at 
the beginning of the year a teacher has a better chance of maintaining 
control the remainder of the year (what a dream!). I hope it is a pos- 
sible goal. I have seen it incorporated; the class as a whole is a much 
happier group of children. 

My goal is to try to maintain this respect among my students during 
my intern semester ... I only hope I can be as consistent as my men- 
tor. She has set a good example for me to follow. . . . She has incorpo- 
rated an effective management plan in the classroom. She is consistent 
and efficient in classroom management. She has shown me the impor- 
tance of attaining high expectations for the children. This helps to re- 
inforce the need for appropriate behavior so that learning can take place. 

A group of interns on one campus decided to keep a log of successful 
management strategies which they had observed. This method of documen- 
tation was adopted by the majority of the interns and included in their port- 
folios. In addition, interns requested that university seminars include time 
devoted solely to classroom management. University faculty and liaisons, 
mentors, teachers, and school district administrators presented management 
strategies and systems throughout the semester. However, the consensus 
from mentors, liaisons, and interns was that one acquires and refines only 
with “experience, experience, experience.” 
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Proficiency #4: Demonstrates Professional Behavior 

Rationale/Implementation. Professionalism was viewed as a some- 
what abstract concept that mentors and liaisons expected interns to demon- 
strate, but was often difficult to define. During the initial orientation session 
conducted by the university liaisons professionalism was addressed. Interns 
brainstormed what they considered professional behavior, and their ideas 
were elaborated and refined by group discussion and liaison input. In addi- 
tion, an administrator from the public school discussed what professional- 
ism meant in her particular district. Issues which received emphasis included 
confidentiality, dress, speech, punctuality, attendance, preparedness, dem- 
onstrating initiative, and being responsible. 

Evolution. Once again, exposure to concepts did not ensure consistent 
comprehension. When the students began attending public schools, it was 
apparent that differing definitions of items such as professional dress, punc- 
tuality, and preparedness sometimes existed between mentor and interns. 
In some instances, standards varied from mentor to mentor on the same 
campus and differences were evident between campuses. Therefore, it be- 
came critical that mentors and liaisons collaborate to provide a clear defini- 
tion of professionalism for the interns. Principals and mentors were asked to 
verbalize their definitions of professionalism and specifically state what they 
expected in certain areas. For instance, an intern might view being punctual 
as walking in the room when the children did. If a mentor felt this was not 
acceptable, he or she should tell the intern what was acceptable, such as 
being in the room 15 minutes before class started. 

In order to facilitate discussion, university liaisons listened to the con- 
cerns of mentor teachers and they collaboratively designed a Preliminary 
Evaluation of Professionalism. During the first semester both mentors and 
interns completed separate forms based on their perceptions of the intern’s 
professionalism. They then compared and contrasted the forms, and interns 
wrote a reflection related to the experience. Mentors felt the experience was 
valuable for the intern, but completing the form was too time consuming for 
mentors. In addition, mentors felt uncomfortable being placed in an evalu- 
ative role so soon after the intern had arrived in their classroom. Consequently, 
the process was changed to place the intern in a self-evaluative role and the 
mentor in a discussant position. The form was renamed NETCPDT Self-Evalu- 
ation of Professionalism (Appendix B). The interns completed this during 
their first two weeks in the public school and then shared it with their men- 
tors, recorded mentors’ reactions and suggestions, and had the mentors sign 
the completed evaluation. The process provided an impetus for reflective 
assessment and discussion. 

207 .-. 
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Proficiency # 5: Demonstrates Ability to Plan Instruction 

Rationale/Implementation. Students had planned literacy lessons and 
had written thematic units in two reading methods courses before entering 
the field-based program; however, they lacked experience in planning les- 
sons for actual implementation with public school children. Thus, mentors 
and liaisons decided that one of the initial assignments for the interns should 
be to plan a literacy lesson which would fit into the “ebb and flow” of their 
mentor’s classroom. Interns were to: 1) meet with their ILT 2) have ideas 
and instructional strategies brainstormed, 3) collaborate with ILT and decide 
when and what ideas to implement, 4) complete a literacy lesson plan fol- 
lowing the lesson cycle, 3) share the plan with the mentor in whose class 
the literacy lesson was going to be implemented at least two days before 
implementation, 6) receive feedback and suggestions from team members, 
7) “play” the literacy lesson in their minds before implementation and imag- 
ine challenges and/or surprises that might arise and plan ways of addressing 
these situations such as ways to reteach, alternate activities, or extension 
activities, 8) engage in final preparation and collection of all resources/ma- 
terials for the lesson. 

Evolution. Some mentors expressed concern that the interns did not 
grasp the lesson cycle as they planned their literacy lessons. Therefore, uni- 
versity liaisons and mentors developed a format describing each part of the 
lesson cycle and provided a framework for interns to address each compo- 
nent in their planning for literacy instruction. In addition, university liaisons 
devoted seminar time to demonstrating a literacy lesson which contained 
identifiable components of the lesson cycle, engaged interns in reflection on 
the cycle, and then collaborated with the interns to complete the lesson plan 
framework. 

Interns began to realize the depth and breadth of planning necessary 
for all children to achieve success. Planning literacy lessons in university 
courses had previously involved meeting objectives and addressing curricu- 
lum requirements. In the field-based program, interns began to realize that 
planning in the “real world” involved more than covering the curriculum be- 
cause they were responsible for meeting the needs of the children. In addi- 
tion, interns quickly became aware that literacy strategies were an integral 
component of any lesson — regardless of subject matter. One intern voiced 
concern in the following journal entry: 

I have found in all of my planning that I sometimes doubt where the 
child might fit. I have a fear that I will plan beyond his comprehension 
and frustrate the child. I hope at the end of my residency I will feel a 
little more secure in my ability to assess and meet the needs of the 
child. 
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Proficiency #6: Demonstrates Ability to Teach 

Rationale/implementation. During the joint planning sessions, men- 
tors and university liaisons discussed that interns would not have taken the 
methodology courses that traditional student teachers had completed before 
entering the public school classroom. As a result, more observation time was 
planned for interns, as well as a slower progression of assuming instructional 
responsibilities. Both mentors and university liaisons agreed that it would be 
difficult to pre-determine a timetable for assumption of instructional duties 
due to the differences in interns and the varied needs of the public school 
classrooms. Mentor teachers voiced fears about being required to turn over 
their classes to interns who might not be ready to assume the responsibility, 
particularly as time grew near for state mandated tests. Commitments were 
made by public school and university faculty that the needs of the public 
school students must be the first priority, and the intern’s schedule would 
depend upon his/her competency and the needs of the classroom. After an 
examination of the courses for which the interns would be receiving credit 
(math methods, science methods, and reading comprehension) it was deter- 
mined that a minimum of two lessons with formal evaluations in each sub- 
ject area would be required. 

Evolution As with all areas of the program, communication became an 
essential component. When the first assignment was given, interns were asked 
to plan and implement a literacy lesson, complete a self evaluation, have the 
mentor complete an evaluation, and bring both evaluations for discussion to 
seminar the next week. As liaisons arrived at the schools for their visits, they 
were immediately greeted with the feedback that one week was not enough 
time to plan a literacy lesson, implement it into the natural flow of a mentor’s 
classroom, and evaluate the lesson. This was a valid observation, and imme- 
diate adjustments were made. Two to three week periods then were given 
for implementation of formal lessons. 

After completion of the first literacy lesson, it also became evident that 
trying to plan formal lessons based on course requirements was counterpro- 
ductive. Interns quickly realized that instruction in any content area involved 
reading comprehension. Consequently, the utilization of reading strategies 
and literature extensions in each subject area became goals. The original re- 
quirement of two formal evaluations in math, two in science, and two in 
reading became more flexible, and instruction became more integrated and 
student centered. 

Other shifts occurred. Interns commented that while the self evaluation 
was extremely valuable, having the mentor fill out an evaluation form on 
their first lesson was extremely stressful. Mentors and liaisons listened and 
oH™ ow i e dged that formal evaluation, even if the purpose was for growth, 
e viewed as stressful and a detriment to risk taking. Therefore, men- 
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tors, liaisons, and interns agreed that, during the intern’s first two lessons an 
evaluation by the mentor would be optional. The intern was required to 
complete a written self evaluation, but had the option of soliciting oral com- 
ments from the mentor, identifying them as mentor feedback and adding 
them to the self evaluation, or requesting the mentor to complete an evalu- 
ation form. Interestingly, after receiving voice and choice, most interns re- 
quested that the mentor complete a written evaluation. 



Proficiency # 7 : Demonstrates Effective Evaluation Skills 
( Students/Self) 

Rationale/implementation. A shared goal of mentors and university 
liaisons was to help interns realize the dual nature of evaluation. It was dis- 
cussed that each time an instructor was interacting with students, self evalu- 
ation was also necessary. A major component of this self evaluation required 
the intern or resident to assess their performance based on the success of 
the students. 

Interns were asked to engage in numerous self evaluations, including 
self evaluations of professionalism, lessons, and instructional or classroom 
management situations. Some self-evaluations were made in response/reac- 
tion journals. At midterm and final portfolio conferences, interns also were 
asked to self evaluate their growth by assigning themselves a rating in each 
of the nine proficiencies using a five-point scale. 

In addition, interns wrote summaries of their growth and goals for each 
proficiency and provided documentation in their portfolios which supported 
their ratings. Interns’ self evaluations were contrasted with the mentors’ evalu- 
ations at the mid-term and end of semester portfolio conferences. 

Interns and residents continually struggled with this expanded concept of 
evaluation. Self evaluation was one of the requirements they considered most 
difficult. Some continually ranked themselves much lower than their mentors 
due to lack of confidence or a sense of modesty. Others, who had a traditional 
view of evaluation, consistently ranked themselves higher because they 
equated ratings with grades (5=A, 1=F). The evaluation process was therefore 
perceived as very stressful and the concept that the purpose of evaluation was 
to establish a framework for growth required constant reinforcement. 

A situation which consistently signaled a potential “at-risk” intern or resi- 
dent was when the self evaluations were consistently much higher than those 
of the mentors. In conferences, these interns or residents would continually 
focus on what they had done without acknowledging the needs or successes 
of their students. Those who became successful seemed more able to shift 
their focus to their students. Thus, a critical component of the ability of an 
intern or resident to move into a growth cycle seemed to be the ability to 
® age in realistic self evaluation based on the performance of their students. 
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As interns and residents coped with self evaluation, mentors and liai- 
sons struggled with meeting the challenges of evaluating adult learners in an 
evolving program. Mentors were uncomfortable rating interns or residents 
because they did not want to be viewed as “judges” or “adversaries” while 
trying to establish a “teaming” relationship with them. University liaisons were 
committed to the concept that hands-on experience in the classroom was a 
valuable learning experience that required a high degree of risk taking. They 
believed it was critical for interns to know they would not be penalized for 
trying out new strategies nor feel they could only teach lessons they were 
certain would be successful. On the other hand, the university required that 
the interns receive grades of A, B, C, D, or F for the coursework they were 
receiving credit for during internship. This required university liaisons and 
mentors to develop processes for equating hands-on experience with the 
assignment of traditional grades. 

Collaboration accelerated as the semester progressed. Mentors and liai- 
sons requested training in evaluative procedures, and workshops were pre- 
sented by outside personnel addressing supportive evaluation. Interns were con- 
tinually given responsibility in the evaluative process by completing self 
evaluations, responses, and documenting growth in their portfolios. Comprehen- 
sive perception checks were conducted at midterm conferences where self eval- 
uations, evaluation by mentors and liaisons, responses and reactions from in- 
terns, and the portfolio were shared and discussed. Goals were written for the re- 
mainder of the semester utilizing input from the intern, mentors, and liaison. 

If an intern was determined to be significantly lacking in growth at mid- 
term, the ILT designed an individual growth plan. The end-of-semester con- 
ference was similar in framework, in that both intern and mentors rated the 
intern’s growth in nine proficiencies, wrote summary statements, and formu- 
lated goals; however, interns, mentors, and assigned liaisons each suggested 
grades for each course. During the end-of-semester portfolio conference, the 
evaluations, ratings, and documentation from the portfolios were shared and 
turned in to the building liaison. The entire team of liaisons from the center 
then met to examine portfolios and other evaluative pieces. If there was a dis- 
crepancy between what the intern, liaison, and mentors suggested for grades, 
the entire team of university liaisons reviewed the portfolio, made comments, 
and a conference was scheduled with the ILT to reach a final decision. 



Proficiency #&* Demonstrates Knowledge of Content 
in Language Arts, Math, Science, and Social Studies 

Rationale/Implementation. Interns and residents each enrolled for 15 
hours of credit in a variety of courses, including content methods, technol- 
ogy, psychology, classroom management, and field experience/saident teach- 
iring the first semester of the program, interns received a separate 
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syllabus for each course, and a seminar sequence was attempted for addressing 
course content. Initially, classroom organization and management were em- 
phasized, followed by literacy theory and strategies, science concepts, and 
mathematics. There was an attempt to weave the classroom management 
and cultural diversity content throughout the semester by requiring students 
to compile a case study of a student from a culture different than their own. 
As each content area was emphasized in campus seminars, students were 
required to observe public school teaching of that particular area, then plan 
a lesson in that content area, and implement the lesson with an individual, 
small group, or whole class in the public school. Interns were to complete a 
self evaluation form and ask their mentors to evaluate the lesson. The lesson 
plan, lesson implementation, evaluation records, and samples of children’s 
work (if appropriate) were included in the intern’s portfolio. 

Evolution. If the original intent of the partnership was to allow the in- 
tern to learn by merging into the “ebb and flow” of the instructional environ- 
ment of the public school classroom, then it was evident that a predeter- 
mined sequence with specific assignments with deadlines matching seminar 
instruction was not a feasible plan. While some students were in classrooms 
where all subject areas were interwoven into a unifying theme, others were 
in departmentalized situations where they shifted to different subject areas 
every two to three weeks. By the time the seminar shifted to a science em- 
phasis, interns might be spending time in a language arts classroom. There- 
fore, observation and lesson assignments would disrupt the plan the Instruc- 
tional Leadership Team had devised. Consequently, students were told the 
number of observations and lessons they would be responsible for by mid 
term and by the end of the semester, but the sequence of implementation of 
the lessons became the responsibility of the ILT. 

The university and public school partners decided that seminar instruc- 
tion and assignments must become more integrated. As a result, the content 
of math, science, social studies, and literacy was addressed throughout the 
semester though seminar instruction and assigned readings. Interns were 
initially exposed to elements that were common to all public school class- 
rooms, such as classroom oiganization and management strategies and aware- 
ness of cultural diversity, but then seminar instruction moved to integration 
of the content areas rather than sequential instruction. Liaisons and mentor 
teachers collaboratively planned and taught seminar sessions which demon- 
strated content lessons. Liaisons also began teaching model lessons in pub- 
lic school classrooms when invited. 
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Proficiency # 9: Demonstrates Knowledge 
ofTeaching/Leaming Strategies 

Rationale/Implementation. Initially, the partners decided that univer- 
sity faculty would model teaching/learning strategies in seminars that would 
then be applied in the field. At this initial stage, university faculty were per- 
ceived as the teaching experts who knew the most about teaching/leaming 
strategies. Thus, university instructors decided upon which strategies to present 
and demonstrate in seminars, demonstrated them, assigned implementation 
of a specific strategy in the public school classroom, required interns to com- 
plete self evaluations, and asked mentors to evaluate the lesson by the next 
seminar. In addition, interns and residents were assigned readings explain- 
ing various strategies and were asked to keep logs of strategies observed in 
seminars and public school classrooms. 

Evolution- During ILT meetings and other interactions, it became evi- 
dent that assigning a specific literacy strategy based on a demonstration in a 
seminar did not always meet the needs of public school classrooms. The 
partners began to notice that students were exposed to a variety of literacy 
strategies in both seminars and public school classrooms. A turning point in 
the perception that university faculty were the only experts occurred during 
the first semester of implementation when one mentor said, “We are model- 
ing strategies on a daily basis. Why do the interns have to teach only what 
you have demonstrated in seminars. Don’t you trust us?” This comment was 
shared with the entire partnership and became an impetus for liaisons and 
mentors to value the classroom experience as a viable source of knowledge 
of strategies. As a result, partners decided that instead of assigning a specific 
literacy strategy such as a DR-TA (Stauffer, 1976), a general assignment, such 
as implementing a literacy strategy would be given. Then the intern would 
plan with the ILT and decide which literacy strategies could mesh with the 
current area of study. As a result, an intern in one classroom could be imple- 
menting a content reading strategy; another intern could be engaged in pro- 
cess writing in a different classroom; and yet another intern could be con- 
ducting a shared reading lesson. Implementation of the strategy would then 
be documented by the intern’s plans, self evaluation, mentor’s comments, 
and student artifacts (if appropriate). During seminar, interns were given op- 
portunities to describe their implementation of strategies and discuss how 
they implemented and/or modified a literacy strategy to meet the needs of 
their students. As a result, strategy knowledge expanded and diversified. 

At the beginning of the semester, both mentors and liaisons observed 
that many interns seemed to lack the confidence to plan a lesson utilizing 
literacy strategies they had not observed in classrooms or experienced in 
seminars. Through the encouragement and insistence of both mentors and 
, the students gained experience and confidence and began to think 

213 




202 Exploring Literacy 



like teachers and scavenge for ideas rather than wait for someone to “show 
them what to do.” Now, when interns shift to residency, the expectation is 
that they will select and implement literacy strategies appropriate to the public 
school curriculum and which meet the needs of the public school students. 
The strategy implementation policy has been facilitated by individual public 
schools emphasizing that mentor participation must be voluntary and men- 
tors must be willing to allow interns/residents the opportunity to implement 
strategies that they as mentors may not be utilizing in their classrooms. This 
understanding has aided in bridging the gap between mentors who have 
instructional methods and/or styles which are different from scenarios which 
have been presented in previous university literacy courses and/or seminars. 
Many public school teachers have stated they volunteered to be mentors in 
order to have access to new literacy strategies and expand their repertoire. 



The Ongoing Evolution 

As we move into the fifth year of this evolving program, ongoing assess- 
ment, reflection, refinement, extension, and elaboration continue. Growth 
has been rapid. Fall 1996 began with 386 interns and residents on 62 cam- 
puses in 1 1 public school districts. Thirty-six university liaisons and over 800 
mentor teachers were involved. The first four years have produced induc- 
tion year teachers who, according to district administrators, look and act like 
experienced teachers. In addition, the districts who have employed gradu- 
ates of the program have found that these new teachers are staying in the 
profession and assuming leadership roles. Therefore, NETCPDT partners are 
realizing that risk taking has many rewards, including successful first year 
teachers who remain in the district, national recognition, and partnership 
relationships among mentors, liaisons, interns, residents, and public school 
and university administrators. 

However, the collaborative/reflective assessment process can be a double- 
edged sword. The joy involves celebrating successes and strengths; the struggle 
encompasses identifying areas which require restructuring and growth. There 
has been a need for constant redefinition of program goals, participant roles, 
and the concept of level-ground collaboration. Throughout the past five years, 
identifying areas requiring refinement has been viewed as a sign of ongoing 
growth and an opportunity for collaboration rather than a negative indica- 
tor. 

While this experiment was initially designed to improve preservice teacher 
education, the process of ongoing collaborative reflection and assessment 
has empowered educators and created a synergy that has led to a cycle of 
growth for all partners. Perhaps this impetus for growth is the most benefi- 
ts component of the collaborative process. As stated by Dewey: 
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A progressive school is primarily concerned with growth . . . with trans- 
forming existing capacities and experiences; what already exists by way 
of native endowment and past achievement is subordinate to what it 
may become. Possibilities are more important than what already ex- 
ists, and knowledge of the latter counts only in its bearing upon pos- 
sibilities. (Dewey, 1959, p. 119) 

At NETCPDT, we have found that reflective assessment is an integral com- 
ponent of the growth process of a professional development center. School 
reform becomes a possibility when public schools and universities have 
opportunities to reflect upon and assess past activities and achievements 
without fear or blame and collaboratively make decisions for the future. 
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Appendix A 

NETCPDT Individual Teacher Education Plan (ITEP) 

Intern/Resident District and Building Assignment 

I. List of Activities and/or Experiences to be Accomplished 
During This Period 



Activities for the Week of 


With Whom 


Date 









II. Evaluation of Individual Education Plan 



III. Recommendations for Next ITEP 



Mentor Signature Date Intern/Resident Signature Date 

(Northeast Texas Center for Professional Development and Technology, 1996, 
p. 38) 
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Appendix B 

NETCPDT Self-Evaluation of Professionalism 

This preliminary evaluation form is designed so that the interns become aware of all 
aspects of professional behavior early in the program. Interns will rate each item on 
the left using the following criteria and make comments on the right. Then they will 
share and discuss their self-evaluations with their mentors. 

4= Professional 

3=Somewhat professional, but needs refinement 
2=Minimally professional, needs improvement 
l=Questionable, needs major improvement 
0= Re move from program 
N=Not known 

Rating of Professionalism for Date 

Rating Comments 

Is enthusiastic and positive about teaching 

Works cooperatively and enthusiastically with team 

Works cooperatively with administrators 

Demonstrates an interest in the community 

Follows the policies and procedures of the district 

Maintains confidentiality 

Is punctual and regular in attendance 

Enthusiastically accepts responsibility 

Completes duties assigned outside of instruction and/or the classroom 

with quality 

Presents a professional appearance and demeanor 

Demonstrates professional behavior and integrity in interactions with 

others 

Demonstrates the ability to override problems that defy immediate reso- 
lution 

Has a sense of humor 

Uses good judgement 

Exercises emotional control 

Is flexible when circumstances require it 

Participates in staff development activities 

Accepts criticism gracefully 

Responds to suggestions for change or improvement 

Is enthusiastic and positive about the intern and resident program 

Signatures: Mentor/s 

TAMU-C Liaison: Intern: 

and Technology, 1996, p. 39) 
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“Real World”; Reflections on 
Field-Based Reading Instruction 
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Abstract 

Historically, the primary objective of teacher preparation programs was 
to equip prospective educators with an assortment of teaching skills through 
direct instruction in university classrooms. In recent years, however, research 
in several fields has deepened our awareness of the complex nature of learn- 
ing, compelling university teacher educators to re-examine what and how 
they teach . This article describes experiences with an undergraduate read- 
ing diagnosis course that moved from the university to a local elementary 
school in order to provide a “real world ” learning opportunity for preservice 
teachers. It suggests that university classes taught in school contexts present 
both challenges and opportunities for teacher preparation programs. 



Introduction 

Historically, the primary objective of teacher preparation programs was 
to equip prospective educators with an assortment of “generic teaching skills” 
commonly perceived as “equally effective across all subjects and/or grades” 
(Myers, 1991, p. 395). These requisite skills, moreover, were usually dispensed 
to preservice teachers through direct instruction in university classrooms. 

In recent years, however, research in several fields has deepened our 
awareness of the complex nature of learning (Piaget, 1964; Strickland & Feeley, 
1991; Vygotsky, 1978). Knowledge acquisition is no longer seen as a linear 
transmission of information or insight from expert to novice. Rather, it is viewed 
as a social construction, a synergistic evolution to which expert, novice and 
sociocultural context all contribute (Fosnot, 1996; Vygotsky, 1978). This epis- 
temological shift has compelled university teacher educators to re-examine 
what and how they teach (Brown, 1993; Holmes Group, 1986; Myers, 1991; 
Schon, 1987). 

0 
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Similarly, new understandings about reading and writing have had deep 
implications for teacher preparation in literacy education. Once regarded as 
simple decoding or encoding of sound and symbol, reading and writing are 
now viewed as symbiotic and developmental meaning-making processes 
(Flower & Hays, 1981; Galda, 1984; Goodman, 1969, 1976; Graves, 1983; 
Rosenblatt, 1978; Smith, 1994). These processes, moreover, have cognitive, 
affective, social, cultural, and contextual dimensions (Bloome & Green, 1984; 
Cazden, 1985; Cramer & Castle, 1994; Heath, 1983). Consequently, childrens’ 
reading and writing fluency depend not only on their knowledge of isolated 
skills, but also on how well they can negotiate those skills with specific texts 
and in specific contexts (Bloome, 1985; Heath, 1983). 

While new perceptions of reading and writing are compatible with the 
epistemological paradigm shift in teacher education, they have highlighted 
an incongruity in teacher education praxis: How can the organic nature of 
meaning-making be understood in a decontextualized college classroom 
where transmission through lecaire is the dominant instructional mode? 

Many recent articles document efforts by teacher educators to close this 
gap between their own theory and practice. Efforts include use of innova- 
tive teaching methods that recognize the importance of authentic contexts 
and provide opportunities for collaborative reflection. Some universities have 
developed partnerships with school districts to provide preservice teachers 
with “hands-on” field experiences designed to supplement college classroom 
learning (Herrmann & Sarracino, 1993; Mosenthal, 1996; Risko, Peter 8c 
McAllister, 1996; Roskos & Walker, 1994a). 

This article will describe some of my experiences with one undergraduate 
reading diagnosis course that moved from the university to a local elemen- 
tary school in order to provide a “real world” learning opportunity for 
preservice teachers. A brief description of the course history will precede 
discussion of its design, based on tenets of situated learning theory (Lave 8c 
Wegner, 1991). Finally, I will share observations from an instructional per- 
spective about how field-based practice has affected course curriculum and 
students’ efforts to construct knowledge. While based solely on the experi- 
ence of one course, these observations suggest that university classes taught 
in school contexts present both challenges and opportunities for teacher 
preparation. 

Background 

At this university, most undergraduates majoring in elementary educa- 
tion come to “Classroom Diagnosis and Intervention of Reading Problems” 
after an introductory reading course in which they are acquainted with dif- 
t instructional models of the reading process. By the end of this first 
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course, students are most knowledgable about the sociopsycholingustic model 
(Smith, 1994). They have also engaged in some field experience, primarily 
through observation of reading instruction in elementary classrooms. 

Some students have also taken a second literacy course, “Teaching Read- 
ing and Writing Across the Curriculum.” Instructional emphasis here is on text- 
based strategies that structure content area reading events for a variety of 
curricular purposes. By the end of this course, students have a greater under- 
standing of how to use fiction, non-fiction, and textbooks in classroom instruc- 
tion. During their field experience, preservice teachers practice interactive 
strategies with small groups of upper elementary or middle school students. 

Course Design 

According to the undergraduate catalogue, the goal of “diagnosis and 
intervention” is to understand “difficulties experienced by children in read- 
ing with emphasis on diagnostic and intervention techniques for the class- 
room teacher.” Originally, this goal was met through a “presentation-prac- 
tice” approach. The university instructor presented important concepts through 
lecture and then invited further exploration through practice in small group 
activities. After several weeks of lecture and simulated tasks, students added 
two one-hour tutorial sessions with at-risk readers who came to our campus 
for a reading clinic. (For a detailed discussion of how this course developed 
over time, see Roskos and Walker, 1994a.) 

In course evaluations, preservice teachers commonly cited the tutorials 
as their most effective learning experiences. But integrating these tutorials 
with lecture and small group activities was difficult. First, there was often a 
gap between the intervention strategy or assessment tool presented in lec- 
ture and the needs of individual children on concurrent days. Second, it was 
difficult to provide students with meaningful feedback. Once the tutorial 
sessions had ended, preservice teachers had no opportunity to share insights 
or concerns with each other. Third, because the children came to our cam- 
pus from different institutions, they themselves did not share a sense of school 
community. University classrooms were not a natural or familiar learning 
environment for them. While tutorials were superficially authentic teaching 
situations, the atmosphere was sterile, impersonal, and artificial. 

In redesigning the course, faculty sought to bridge the gap between 
abstract learning theory and concrete classroom practice in light of current 
beliefs that knowledge is socially constructed. Specifically, students needed 
ongoing and intensive opportunities to 1) interact with children in true school 
environments; 2) experience course content in meaningful ways; and 3) re- 
flect, synthesize, and construct new understandings through interaction with 
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Situated learning theory provided a broad theoretical framework that 
addressed each of these perceived needs (Lave & Wegner, 1991). Claiming 
that novices become experts by moving from simple to complex learning 
tasks, situated learning theory also underscores the critical role in that pro- 
cess of a social environment with multiple opportunities to observe and share. 

From this perspective, Roskos and Walker (1994a) developed four prin- 
ciples as central to the reading diagnosis course: 1) expertise comes through 
participation that gradually grows more complex; 2) “communities of prac- 
tice” invite exploration, examination, and application of knowledge; 3) so- 
cial interaction is critical to the exchange and extension of knowledge; and 
4) opportunities for reflection help people consolidate and again extend what 
they have learned. 

Currently, we operationalize these principles through three main activi- 
ties: 1) simulations, 2) teaching tutorials, and 3) collaborative reflection. Simu- 
lations demonstrate specific assessment and intervention strategies, often 
through fictional case studies. They invite preservice teachers to analyze an 
identical problem in a comparatively risk-free environment. During simula- 
tions, students often work in cooperative learning groups. 

After three weeks on campus, teaching tutorials begin as the course moves 
to a local school. Each preservice teacher is paired with an at-risk reader for 
a fifty-minute tutorial. While instructional activities are planned to fit the needs 
of each learner, all sessions follow a similar routine based on the diagnostic 
and intervention principles in Interactive Activities in Reading Diagnosis and 
Teaching (Roskos & Walker, 1994b) (see Appendix A). 

When the children have gone, preservice teachers meet to review what 
occurred in their tutorial and to plan the next lesson. Talking through their 
experience immediately afterward gives them an opportunity to reflect, fo- 
cus on issues of concern, discuss potential strategies, and evaluate success 
and failure. In addition, preservice teachers meet with me once a week for 
thirty minutes in permanent groups of four. During this time, I use anecdotal 
notes to raise issues from my observations. Sometimes I review or introduce 
new material through mini-lessons. Students may also raise questions for group 
members to consider. 

Ultimately, this three-step process enables preservice teachers to con- 
struct knowledge through engagement with a real child and in an authentic 
teaching situation. Emergent understandings are then refined through writ- 
ten reflection and verbal collaboration. Feedback from preservice teachers, 
from school personnel, and from my own observations indicates that this 
format has resulted in learning gains for both preservice teachers and at-risk 
readers (Roskos & Walker, 1994a). 
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Negotiating School and University Goals 

Five years ago the principal and reading specialist of the public elemen- 
tary school hosting this course responded enthusiastically to our suggestion 
that preservice teachers work with their at-risk readers each semester. We 
met a few times to discuss how our course purposes might dovetail with the 
needs of their students in ways that would result in growth for both preservice 
teachers and at-risk readers. 

During these meetings, we shared our respective objectives. I wanted 
preservice teachers to interact with at-risk readers across grade levels to enable 
comparisons in age and development. The reading specialist insisted that 
we work only with children from primary classrooms where, she believed, 
intervention would be most effective. Consequently I adapted my course 
content to accommodate younger learners. Simulations, for example, em- 
phasized issues of emergent literacy. 

Far more serious to resolve, however, were the differences between the 
university’s view of reading as a sociopsycholinguistic process and the school’s 
reading program of systematic and intensive instruction in phonic rules. These 
two views of reading often employ antithetical procedural and content knowl- 
edge. I wondered how the school and university could forge a working 
partnership when they held such disparate beliefs about reading instruction. 
What kind of relationship could preservice and classroom teachers develop, 
particularly if our students had to embrace a reading program that I was 
unwilling to reinforce in my own instruction? Likewise, what impact would 
the school curriculum have on my students’ understanding of the concepts 
and strategies I would present? 

After much discussion, we resolved our dilemma about instaictional 
approach by carefully developing an independent purpose for the field ex- 
perience that still satisfied both our goals. Rather than focusing on skills or 
tasks identified by classroom teachers, our tutorials became a twice-weekly 
after school enrichment program. Classroom teachers selected children to 
participate; I supervised all tutorials. This enabled me to scaffold novice teach- 
ers’ comprehension and implementation of both content and procedural 
knowledge. School officials endorsed the notion of enrichment and knew 
their students would be closely supervised. 

After-school “enrichment” was an honest and apt compromise. The for- 
mat has, in fact, changed little in five years. On their first building visit, 
preservice teachers are oriented to the school and meet their readers’ class- 
room teachers. Classroom teachers profile students’ strengths and weaknesses. 
Periodically, preservice teachers may informally discuss progress, raise ques- 
tions or share learning actvities with the classroom teacher. At the end of the 
° 0T^ ster ’ P reservice teachers write an in-depth profile of each child as a reader, 
D I m is made available to the classroom teacher. 
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Parents are involved as well. When children join the program, each parent 
receives a letter explaining the kinds of activities in which their children will 
be engaged and the literacy principles that support them (Appendix B). In 
this way parents understand that while reading improvement will be the goal, 
our activities will not duplicate or extend classroom tasks. They are invited 
to meet preservice teachers in our first week and to celebrate childrens’ ac- 
complishments at a pizza party during our last week. 

Surprisingly, the after-school enrichment structure fostered an instant and 
unexpected sense of community among our at-risk readers. Twice a week 20 
students bound into a spacious and sunny library, dragging their book bags with 
them. Preservice teachers greet them, share a snack, and briefly inquire about 
the day’s events. Tutorials include a variety of reading and writing activities, 
some in collaboration with other students. Every few weeks, we gather to- 
gether for a Reading Party during which our young learners read texts they 
have written or discuss favorite projects with the entire group. Their work is on 
permanent display in the library. Each spring we publish a volume of “Our 
Favorite Books” to share with others. Three copies are presented to the library in 
an elaborate end-of-year ceremony where young readers receive books, certificates, 
and kudos from preservice teachers, classroom teachers, parents, and friends. 



Monitoring Students’ Knowledge Construction 

A situated learning environment decenters instructional authority 
(Mosenthal, 1996). Students’ knowledge construction is, therefore, influenced 
not only by the university instructor but also by students’ continuous inter- 
action with all members of the school community. Because knowledge con- 
struction is in part a context-sensitive integration of prior beliefs with new 
information, scaffolding student learning can be more complicated than it is 
in a university classroom. 

The elementary school in which this course is taught, for example, stands 
a few blocks from our university. But in some ways it is worlds apart. A public 
school in a well-integrated neighborhood, the student body is largely Afri- 
can-American. Most of our preservice teachers, however, have attended sub- 
urban, largely white, parochial schools. For them, the home and school cul- 
ture of these children is often enigmatic. 

This has significant implications for preservice teachers in two ways. First, 
their efforts to assess reading behaviors and identify appropriate instructional 
strategies are sometimes impeded by lack of familiarity with the sociocultural 
backgrounds of these children. While this is a well-documented problem for all 
teachers who work in cultures different from their own, it is an added chal- 
lenge for preservice teachers with rudimentary conceptual and procedural 
O vledge. 

ERIC 
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A second consideration is the sometimes mercurial influence of context 
on preservice teachers’ evolving and fragile self-image as professionals. In a 
review of 40 “learning-to-teach” studies, Kagan ( 1992 ) found that preservice 
teachers have memories of themselves as students and personal beliefs about 
good teachers that must be “modified and reconstaicted” for growth to oc- 
cur. Similarly, an initial focus on the self appears to be necessary in the early 
stages of teacher development. To grow from this ego-centered disposition, 
novice teachers need “extended opportunities to interact with and study pupils 
in systematic ways” (p. 142 ). 

Certainly situated learning provides opportunity for systematic study. 
Furthermore, Lave and Wegner ( 1991 ) believe an “interplay of conflict and 
synergy is central to all aspects of learning in practice” (p. 103 ). For our 
preservice teachers, however, this task is complicated: they must comprehend 
a new school ethos while also developing their conceptual and procedural 
knowledge about at-risk readers. Moreover, because of disparate home and 
school cultures, their memories of school experiences often obstruct attempts 
to make informed judgements about the learners with whom they work. 

Each semester, preservice teachers develop a portfolio which includes 
lesson plans and reflections, assessments, an in-depth diagnostic profile, and 
a final reflection synthesizing their greatest insights. In these final reflections, 
preservice teachers often refer to their altered understanding of the teacher- 
student role. Recollections of early tutorial sessions chronicle frustrated ef- 
forts to replicate personal literacy experiences or to assuage their battered 
self-confidence. Marjorie’s comment is typical: 

I came into the tutoring with expectations about what I would do. For 
example, I went through my children’s books and picked out many 
favorites of mine. ... I was somewhat devastated by the reality. Wayne 
was not the least bit interested in any of the books or topics that I had 
planned . . . 

Kagan ( 1992 ) found that novices, through continual interaction with 
children, “may begin to stand back from their personal beliefs and images, 
acknowledging where they are incorrect or inappropriate” (p. 155 ). Gradu- 
ally, as “the image of self as teacher is resolved, attention shifts to the design 
of instruction and finally to what pupils are learning from academic tasks” 
(p. 155 ). Excerpts from Amy’s final reflection support Kagan’s finding: 

When I began tutoring, I felt that if I came up with an incredible lesson 
that was so creative and thought-provoking it would knock my student’s 
socks off, that was all I needed . . . However, after much frustration, 
failure and thought, I discovered that my particular student was not ready 
for the mind boggling lessons that I was preparing. I learned a big lesson 
O in scaffolding ... I was taking all of these successes and failures to heart 
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and having them really affect me. I learned to step away from the 
emotion and look at myself and my saident more objectively . . . 

Preservice teachers who are necessarily focused on their own effective- 
ness and whose field experience is not well-integrated with their prior be- 
liefs may respond by rejecting the important form of knowledge provided 
by an unfamiliar context. Consequently, the initial dissonance novices feel 
when making instructional decisions must again be scaffolded carefully. 
Occasionally preservice teachers will make instructional choices that belie 
superficial or stereotypic beliefs about their reader’s home culture. Such as- 
sumptions must be carefully monitored and explored through discussion. If 
not “unpacked,” the field experience could tacitly confirm preconceptions 
that would limit, rather than promote, professional development. 

Conclusion: Opportunities and Challenges 

As a university educator, teaching in the field has been a powerful ex- 
perience on several levels. Each semester, I come to know both preservice 
teachers and the young readers with whom they work quite well. I read lesson 
plans and listen to tutors “talk through” success and failure. When observing 
tutorials, I sometimes model a pertinent strategy or share a favorite book. 
This opportunity for ongoing interaction with real children in a real school 
environment has helped me understand the many diverse influences on 
childrens’ literacy development. It has also helped me understand the di- 
lemma of teachers who daily face the complex task of uniting theory and 
practice. 

In its blueprint for school reform, the Holmes Group (1986) called for 
university faculty to enter schools but noted that “there are few precedents 
for managing the complex jobs that swim in the limbo between agencies” 
(p. 19). For me, the “complex jobs” were quickly apparent because tills neigh- 
borhood school was distinctly different from our university in its culture and 
in the theoretical framework of its reading curriculum. But I believe my ex- 
perience with field-based teaching raises a critical issue for all teacher edu- 
cators in situated learning environments: What is the proper role of univer- 
sity faculty in a school setting? 

As a literacy educator, I feel a responsibility to demonstrate the efficacy 
of assessment and intervention strategies from a research-supported 
sociopyscholinguistic perspective. In a university classroom these efforts are 
not constrained by opposing beliefs from a host school. Likewise, in a uni- 
versity-sponsored clinic the reading program of participants would be sig- 
nificant only in terms of identifying individual strengths and weakenesses. 
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agreed on a modus operandi acceptable to both. Ours is a popular program 
and well-supported by school faculty who frequently praise our efforts with 
their students. In fact, two years ago the principal wrote to our university, 
noting that, “The one-on-one language arts experience . . . has proven to be 
a huge success for both groups.” But while we have successfully worked 
together for the benefit of at-risk readers, the university presence has had no 
impact on classroom reading instruction at this school. If one role of higher 
education is to model innovative practice for all teachers, then this partner- 
ship has not taken advantage of our expertise. And while I believe I have 
grown in my understanding of learners and learning contexts, my own prac- 
tice has been unaffected by my school-based colleagues. 

How, then, do university and school — both educational institutions but 
often with profound differences in mission and beliefs — form true partner- 
ships so that together we can improve the quality of instruction for all? There 
has long been a perception, perhaps justified, that preservice teachers learn 
little of practical value from their college instructors (Kagan, 1992; Myers, 
1991). Kagan’s (1992) study indicates, in fact, that “information presented in 
courses is rarely connected to candidates’ experiences in classrooms” (p. 154). 
For the university, situated learning offers an opportunity to make such con- 
nections. 

Schon (1987) has called upon teacher preparation programs to place a 
“reflective practicum” at the center of their programs “as a bridge between 
the worlds of university and practice” (p. 309). This practicum might begin 
with “tasks where they [teachers] can explore their own learning” (p. 322). It 
would include ongoing work with children and encourage students to re- 
gard teaching “as a process of reflective experimentation in which they try 
to make sense of the sometimes puzzling things chidren say and do” (p. 323). 
Furthermore, students would be “encouraged to think of adapting to or cop- 
ing with the life of the school as a component of their practice equal in 
importance to their work with children” (p. 323). In short, the practicum would 
create opportunities for both “reflection-in-action” and “reflection on reflec- 
tion-in-action” (p. 309). 

Despite its limitations, our after-school program approximates Schon’s 
(1987) reflective practicum by creating a classroom community in which 
preservice teachers can regularly experience and reflect on a social 
constructivist perspective of literacy learning in a school context. And since 
most children in this program quickly become enthusiastic participants in a 
range of literacy events, we have many concrete pedagogical experiences to 
evaluate together. 

The issue of motivation is one example. Traditionally, educators viewed 

7 °tion as “something we ‘do’ to children rather than something that comes 

ring, social, and self-deter- 



^ their natural inclinations as curious, explc 
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mining human beings” (Oldfather & Dahl, 1994, p. 140). Through the struc- 
ture of this field-based course, however, preservice teachers can witness how 
participation in literacy activities helps children construct understandings about 
language. As a byproduct, they also see how socially-embedded practice 
motivates by stimulating the natural curiosity of children. 

This experience could never be duplicated in an impersonal and 
decontextualized university setting. Even in classrooms where literacy events 
are socially constructed, preservice teachers in individual placements do not 
have the advantage of a shared experience to evaluate or a university in- 
structor to scaffold their observations. 

Ultimately, then, field-based teaching creates a community of adult learn- 
ers within a community of young learners. In the process, it offers bound- 
less opportunities to connect theory and practice. Perhaps the last paragraph 
of Matt’s final reflection describes how: 

Despite all of the confusion and stress ... I always looked forward to 
my sessions with Jon. Jon taught me that you don’t have to be the best 
at something to enjoy it. His enthusiasm and personality were delight- 
ful. I was amazed at how far a positive attitude can take you. I relished 
every step that Jon took as a reader. I learned that reading is a human 
endeavor. As with all human endeavors, you must not overlook the 
human element. 
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Appendix A: ED328 — Daily Lesson Plan 

Name: 

Date: 

Student: 

Reading behaviors observed from last session: 



Area(s) of focus for this session: 



Procedure 
warm-up: 
familiar text: 

new text (explain choice): 
strategy and skill: 
instruction/assessment tool: 
personalized reading/writing activitiy: 
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Appendix B: Letter to Parents 

Dear Parents: 

Welcome to the Reading Enrichment Program! We are 

happy to have this opportunity to work with your child this semester. 

Every Monday and Wednesday your child will be reading and writing 
with a student who is studying to become a teacher. Most sessions will fol- 
low a similar pattern. First, children will read a book or poem that they have 
read before. Next, they will be introduced to a new book or poem. Tutors 
will also work with your child on reinforcing skills that are being introduced 
in their regular classrooms. Each session will end with a writing activity. 
Reading and writing activities will vary. 

Our reading enrichment program is based upon the following principles 
about how children learn to read and write: 

1) The more children are exposed to the world of print the more they come 
to understand how language works. 

2) The more success children experience as readers and writers, the more 
confident they become. Self-esteem grows as achievement grows. 

3) Children who are read to and/or who share their reading experiences with 
others become more confident and better readers and writers. 

4) The reading and writing processes support each other. When children 
write, they practice reading and they learn about the world of print. 

Young learners need many opportunities to read and write, to share what 
they have learned, and to make mistakes in a supportive environment. We 
hope that participation in our program will help your child’s literacy growth. 

Please join us on for a final party celebrating the children’s 

accomplishments. 

Sincerely, 



Your child’s tutor is 

He/she can be reached at (Department of Education). 
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Promoting Diversity^ 

A Learning Community Project for 
College Reading Programs and 
Teacher Education Programs 



Abstract 

The need for greater diversity in our nation ’s teaching workforce contin- 
ues to increase as the number of teachers of color graduating from colleges of 
education remains low. This paper describes the current need for more minor- 
ity teachers , as well as the theoretical framework and design of a learning commu- 
nity project. The project incorporates developmental reading, writing, freshman 
experience ; and teacher education to increase the number of students of color 
recruited and retained in teacher education. 



long the critical issues faced by American educators is the recruitment 



and preparation of a more diverse teaching force to meet the demands 
and challenges of the 21st century. Social, economic, and culairal diversity is 
woven into the fabric of our national community to a degree unparalleled in 
the nation’s history. Of particular importance for educators interested in the 
future of the nation is meeting the needs of the expanding number of chil- 
dren of color in our preschools, elementary schools, middle schools, and 
secondary schools. 

Reviews of student and teacher demographics (Delpit, 1995; King, 1993; 
Yopp, Yopp, & Taylor, 1991) show that the proportion of minority teachers 
in the nation’s teaching force is diminishing. Presently, 10% of our teachers 
are either African Americans, Asian Americans, Latinos, or indigenous peoples, 
and it is estimated that only 5% of the nation’s teachers will be people of 
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This downward trend is due in part to the decline in die number of eth- 
nically and linguistically diverse people enrolling in and graduating from 
teacher preparation programs. Equally troubling is die parallel decline in die 
number choosing to enter and stay in the teaching profession. Delpit (1995) 
has offered several powerful reasons why people of color leave teacher edu- 
cation programs or the teaching profession including the lack of culturally 
relevant pedagogical practices, the marginalization or invalidation of minor- 
ity students’ experiences and voices, and racial discrimination in teacher edu- 
cation programs and beyond. In addition to diese explanations, other factors 
which mitigate against greater diversity in the teaching force include “the 
increased prevalence of competency examinations, the lack of prestige for 
teaching as a profession, low salaries, and less than optimal working condi- 
tions” (Delpit, 1995, p. 106). The review by Yopp et al. (1991) argues diat die 
factors that most critically influence the shortage of minority teachers include 
fewer minorities going to college, lower college retention rates of minorities, 
and increased opportunities for minorities in previously closed fields. 

Conversely, while the representation of minority teachers dwindles, the 
enrollment of children of color has grown to over 30% of the total popula- 
tion of elementary, middle, and secondary schools (Gay, 1993). Hence, there 
has been a trend in the teaching field since the 1960’s where fewer and fewer 
children of color are being taught by teachers of color (King, 1993). Even more 
dramatic are estimates that by the year 2020, children of color will comprise 
nearly half of all children in public elementary, middle, and secondary schools 
(King). How many of these children will be taught by teachers of color? 
Consequendy, it is apparent that diere exists an urgent need for greater diver- 
sity in our nation’s teaching force. 

Many experts suggest that all children, regardless of their ethnic or cul- 
tural backgrounds, need connections widi minority teachers to enrich their 
learning experiences and better prepare them to live and work in an increas- 
ingly multicultural society. Beyond die need for representative minority teacher 
and leader role models is the concern diat the absence of such individuals 
works to limit children’s worldview, as well as their place in the world. It is 
important to consider that “many teachers simply do not have the frames of 
reference and points of view similar to dieir ethnically and culturally differ- 
ent students because they live in different existential worlds” (Gay, 1993, p. 
287). Teachers of color “bring different kinds of understandings about the 
world than do those whose home lives are more similar to the worldview 
underlying Western schooling” (Delpit, 1995, p. 102). They can also provide 
diverse perspectives and instruction that reflect culturally relevant pedagogi- 
cal practices (Ladson-Billings, 1992). 

Over recent years, numerous projects have attempted to address die 
“srn over limited minority representation in education, by involving 
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postsecondary institutions in meeting the challenges of promoting diversity 
and retention in preservice teacher training programs, and in the teaching 
profession. Yet, Jones and Clemson (1996) have pointed out that commonly 
recommended projects such as future teachers’ groups, monetary incentives, 
grow-your-own programs, postbaccalaureate programs, alternative certifica- 
tion programs, advertising/public relations campaigns, mentor programs, and 
public-oriented dissemination projects have been less than successful. 

On die other hand, college developmental reading, writing and learn- 
ing, and writing programs successfully serve a full range of nontraditional 
students (Boylan, Bliss, & Bonham, 1997) during their first year in college. It 
is puzzling why these programs have not worked more closely with colleges 
of education to promote greater opportunity for nontraditional students — 
often of color — to gain entry to teacher education programs. This article de- 
scribes the critical theory and practice behind a project that draws upon the 
power of a professional learning community (Tinto & Goodsell, 1993, Tinto, 
Goodsell-Love, & Russo, 1994; Tussman, 1969; Wilcox, delMas, Stewart, 
Johnson, & Ghere, 1997) to target potential educators enrolled in a univer- 
sity special admissions program. 

Theoretical Framework 

Educators need to question dominant educational and societal structures 
if we are to grapple with the low percentage of minority students in teacher 
education programs and with recanting and retaining more people of color. 
These demographics illuminate the need to examine critically the classroom 
instaiction and professional preparation of future teachers. Teacher educators 
concerned with such imbalance would best focus on a discourse of student 
experience and emancipatory pedagogical practices drawn from the critical 
theory of schooling advocated by Giroux (1989). He notes that such an ex- 
amination requires an analysis of social practices and categories, such as class, 
race, gender, and ethnicity. A “theory of schooling as a form of cultural poli- 
tics” acknowledges these “specific configurations of power and politics” (p. 
147). Hence, Giroux would argue that teacher educators must emphasize the 
diverse lived experiences of future teachers. A learning community with its 
integrated classes, flexible scheduling, and expanded curriculum is a viable 
mechanism for undertaking such a critical examination. 

Curriculum theory as a form of cultural politics (Aronowitz & Giroux, 
1993) is inextricably linked to the language of critique and possibility. Cri- 
tique involves engaging future educators in dialogue about how the domi- 
nant school culture maintains the interests and values of the dominant cul- 
ture while dismissing and marginalizing the forms of knowledge, language, 
O experience valued by subordinate groups. 
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Underlying the notion of a language of possibility and the discourse of 
experience is the commitment to hope, emancipation, and self- and social empow- 
erment. Empowering education is an “active, cooperative, and social practice” for 
social change, and invites students to be “change agents and social critics” 
(Shor, 1992, pp. 15-16). The process of empowerment for self- and social 
change consists of students bringing together their understandings, language, 
and experiences while extending their perspectives. In a democratic com- 
munity, such as a learning community, a dialogue of understanding evolves 
from recognizing, respecting, and valuing the alternative perspectives and 
realities of others. When students openly share their readings of the text and 
the world, they collide with the readings or understandings of others and begin 
to see beyond their original perspectives or boundaries. Through this social learning 
process, students extend their understandings by listening to each other and 
considering alternate perspectives (Pradl, 1996). Thus, dialogic relationships 
grow in an atmosphere of trust, creating pedagogical practices that seek not 
to marginalize people, but to validate their stories and their histories. 

Culturally relevant instmction apprentices students into a learning com- 
munity and develops the curriculum not from the canon of the dominant 
culture, but from the lived experiences of the students (Ladson-Billings, 1992). 
Teachers and students view themselves as political beings and engage in a 
collaborative struggle against the status quo. Through reading, writing, and 
discussion, this community of learners examines the “current socioeconomic 
and political conditions [that] are inequitable and unjust” and constructs . . the 
understanding that teachers must understand and participate in the world 
outside the classroom . . (p. 388) in order to facilitate social change. 

The Collaborative Project 

The impetus for this collaborative partnership comes from a variety of 
efforts in university settings which promote diversity in preservice prepara- 
tion programs. The possibilities are generated by developmental reading and 
writing programs, special admissions programs, freshman experience projects, 
and colleges of education. Students of color may be recruited by identifying 
entering special admissions or developmental education students who are 
interested in the teaching profession. Programs may provide culturally rel- 
evant instmction and thematically linked developmental courses directly 
related to their teaching pursuits, as well as support systems that offer aca- 
demic guidance, tutoring, and mentoring. 

Project Goals 

The Professional Preparatory Program includes three basic goals: 

^ 1. Increasing the retention and graduation rate of minority students 
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2. Involving special admissions pre-education majors in a learning 
community. Their multiterm courses are built upon thematically 
linked, integrated, preprofessional and developmental experiences 
focused on the critique and possibilities of education in the 21st 
century. These reading, writing, and reflective dialogue experiences are 
rooted in critical pedagogy, and empowering educational practices. 

3. Preparing cohort members through course work, workshops, and 
tutoring, if necessary, to pass die basic skills subtest of die Illinois 
State Certification Tests. 

Project Rationale 

The Professional Preparatory Program design is based on the assump- 
tions that retention in higher education and success in a major field is pro- 
moted by: 

1 . Involving students in a learning community that relates to and values their 
academic and career goals and interests, as well as dieir lived experi- 
ences. Each student in the program has identified a desire to pursue a 
career in teaching and to enter a preservice education program. 

2. Providing quality developmental education services that promote 
transfer of learning strategies and skills to courses in both die gen- 
eral studies program and the professional sequence. For instance, 
the reading and study strategies courses are linked thematically to 
required education courses to provide the context for application 
and transfer of strategies and skills. 

3. Providing a credit-bearing freshman experience seminar linked to 
developmental education course work, which directly supports 
entry into a major in education. The seminar is designed to provide 
students with information about requirements for entry into 
preprofessional programs and odier university requirements impact- 
ing future teachers, as well as academic preparation for meeting 
these requirements. 

4. Providing students with foundational knowledge supporting success 
in professional courses. The linked courses are designed around the 
theme “Education in the Year 2000.” Students examine and explore 
critical issues and the implications of these issues for themselves and 
their communities, while developing more sophisticated strategies 
for die demands of college reading, writing, and studying. 

5. Giving students in the first year in higher education die opportuni- 
ties to develop relationships with odier cohort members interested 
in similar pursuits, faculty, and senior level students. 
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Design 

Students are enrolled in three linked courses during their first semester 
on campus: college reading, basic writing, and freshman experience. During the 
second semester, they enroll in another set of linked courses: college read- 
ing and study strategies, general writing, and introductory educational founda- 
tions. Students choose to enter the learning community when they attend univer- 
sity orientation. Instructors meet throughout the year to discuss student progress, 
coordination, curricular revisions, and similar issues. 

Semester One 

Students examine critical issues in education through reading, dialogue, 
reflection, and writing. Students enrolled in the college reading course engage 
in extensive and intensive reading and responding to four assigned books, a 
student choice book, and a student-authored book all related to the learning 
community theme (see Table 1). The forms of discourse of the texts become 
more complex across the semester. Vocabulary develops through a student-driven 
generative model, and reading comprehension is enhanced through multiple 
experiences with texts, or forms of knowledge, that relate to and value the 
students’ lived experiences. The reading and writing connection is strengthened 
as students collaborate to publish their own critical philosophical and pedagogi- 
cal beliefs about schooling and education, as well as their own voices in 
journals, stories, or narratives. Themes are revisited throughout the semester 
in a spiral design where each exposure and opportunity for collaboration 
promotes more sophisticated responses and understandings by individual 
students and the learning community as a whole. 

There is particular emphasis on fostering: a) a discourse community where 
students are empowered as learners through valuing diverse and alternative 
perspectives, b) a focus on exploring and challenging forms of schooling 
that seek to limit or marginalize members of oppressed groups, and c) a 



Table 1. Texts Used in Semester One. 



Assigned Texts Student Choice 



Among School Children 
(Kidder, 1989) 

36 Children 
(Kohl, 1967) 

Savage Inequalities 
(Kozol, 1989) 



Life in Schools 
p n i p^Laren, 1994) 



Dangerous Minds 
(Johnson, 1992) 

Amazing Grace : The Lives of Children and 
the Conscience of a Nation (Kozol, 1995) 
You Can } t Say, You Can ’t Play 
(Paley, 1992) 

Always Running 
(Rodriguez, 1987) 
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valuing of the experiences and voices the saidents bring to the classroom. 
Hence, “the discourse of student experience supports a view of pedagogy 
and empowerment that allows students to draw upon their own experiences 
and cultural resources and that also enables them to play a self-consciously 
active role as producers of knowledge within the teaching and learning pro- 
cess” (Giroux, 1989, p. 149). 

During the content-oriented freshman experience seminar, students meet 
weekly with a counselor from Educational Services and Programs. They also 
meet with an adviser from the College of Education to foster successful ori- 
entation and acclimation to the university environment. Specific objectives 
include critically reflecting on and applying strategies for coping success- 
fully with the academic, social, and cultural demands of the freshman year. 
The students develop a working knowledge of resources that promote per- 
sistence and retention. They also engage in a panel discussion with practic- 
ing teachers and are introduced to the maze of institutional and state require- 
ments for general and teacher education. 

Both the first and second semester English writing courses are designed 
to incorporate readings and discussion related to the theme of education. A 
process writing model with an emphasis on personal narrative and experi- 
ence serves as the focus of the first semester writing course. Students write 
extensively with opportunities for multiple revisions, peer editing, and in- 
structor guidance. Students are introduced to word processing activities which 
were not always available at their secondary schools. 

Semester Two 

Coordinated and thematically linked experiences continue through a 
reading and study strategies course. An introductory educational foundations 
course provides a context for the application and transfer of strategies and 
critical reading techniques. Instructors coordinate the strategies and founda- 
tions courses to allow greater opportunities to apply strategies in real con- 
texts, which in turn strengthens learning. Students explore the various philo- 
sophical, sociological, and instructional components of schooling and edu- 
cation and choose the study strategies that best suit their needs. 

Students continue to meet individually with and receive counseling from 
their freshman seminar instructor/counselor. They also meet more formally 
with the assigned academic adviser to discuss plans and requirements for 
entering the teacher education program. Future plans call for peer counsel- 
ing where senior level students provide new students with insider informa- 
tion gained by successfully navigating the postsecondary system. 

Students continue as a cohort into a general writing course, progressing 
from the personal narrative of the basic writing course to more formal schol- 

discourse. Drawing upon the thematic content, students more deeply 
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explore critical issues related to pedagogy as they learn to prepare various 
types of research papers. Students use traditional library-based resources and 
references, as well as evolving resources available through the worldwide web. 

Discussion 

The instructors have reconstructed the curriculum and pedagogy to pro- 
mote a community of empowered learners in thematically linked courses. This 
process has resulted in increased collaboration, sharing of ideas, and planning of 
coordinated lesson activities and events. The linked course framework fos- 
ters innovations that build on students’ past experiences, providing rich and 
meaningful contexts and links through which students construct new knowl- 
edge. 

The coordinated, multiterm, thematically linked courses bring together 
students with relevant interests and unique experiences while fostering op- 
portunities for these students to learn from each other. “The classroom space 
is seen as providing occasions for students to support one another as they 
test ideas and learn from each other” (Pradl, 1996, p. 88). Through integrated 
thematic content, students develop, apply, and transfer study skills and tech- 
niques in content courses and “real-life” situations. Students build a finn knowl- 
edge base using critical issues linked to their past experiences and prior knowl- 
edge and bring their own stories or mini-narratives to the learning process. 

Teacher education faculty and instructors provide support, advising, and 
mentoring relationships for the cohort group, while cohort members form a 
supportive peer group. The community of faculty, instructor, and cohort 
members appears to have had a positive effect on the students’ overall accli- 
mation to social and academic university life. Students’ interest, motivation, 
and continuation in the Preprofessional Preparation Program appear to be 
high. There appears to be a further benefit in tenns of cumulative grade point 
averages and second year retention rates as compared to the general special 
admissions population. The culturally relevant experiences and learning 
opportunities fostered through this collaborative partnership create an em- 
powering educational environment more conducive to the success and re- 
tention of people of color in a teacher preparation program, and eventually 
in the teaching workforce. 
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The Field Experience Triads 
Influences of the 
College Instructor and 
Cooperating Teacher on the 
Preservice Teacher’s Beliefs, 
Practices, and Intentions 
Concerning Literacy Instruction 



Abstract 

This study examines the influences of the college instructor and cooper- 
ating teacher on preservice teachers' beliefs and intended practices regard- 
ing literacy instruction . Participants included 25 elementary education ma- 
jors enrolled in a reading, , writing, and oral communication methods course, 
2 college instructors, and 14 cooperating teachers. Findings indicated 
preservice teachers' beliefs and intentions were: a) strengthened or changed; 
b) more influenced overall by college instruction than by cooperating teach- 
ers; c) strongly influenced by field experience, specifically direct experience 
teaching, particularly when their teaching practices were unlike those of their 
cooperating teachers; and d) influenced most when cooperating teachers dem- 
onstrated practices consistent with college instructors' philosophy of literacy 
instruction. Findings suggest several criteria for field experiences in conjunc- 
tion with college-based methods courses. 
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Introduction 

Researchers (Merseth, 1991; Shulman, 1995) lament the failure of teacher 
education programs to prepare future teachers to use knowledge gained from 
college instaiction, suggesting that preservice teachers view theory and prin- 
ciples learned in university training as having little application in real class- 
rooms. Preservice teachers’ perspectives often conflict with their college train- 
ing resulting in resistance to new ideas or instructional practices. Research- 
ers (Florio-Ruane & Lensmire, 1990; Perry & Rog, 1992) note these perspec- 
tives are based on preservice teachers’ past experiences as students. Such 
influences have been observed in content reading instaiction (Bean & Zulich, 
1990; Stewart, 1990) and teaching methods at elementary levels (Goodman, 
1988; Hollingsworth, 1989). When preservice teachers’ perspectives are left 
unexamined, the result is often resistance against content and practices taught 
during elementary-level literacy preparation (Herrmann & Saaacino, 1993) 
and writing methods courses (Florio-Ruane & Lensmire, 1990). 

In addition to relying on personal perspectives, preservice teachers tend 
to turn to cooperating and supervising teachers more than to college instructors 
for guidance concerning instructional practices. Mencer (1996) and Metcalf 
(1991) noted preservice teachers’ teaching beliefs generally change in the 
direction of the cooperating teacher. 

Richardson-Koehler (1988) similarly noted that within two weeks of field 
placement, student teachers discount their college instructors’ influence, at- 
tributing most of their practices to their cooperating teachers. Earlier research- 
ers also found that student teachers seek legitimization of their roles as pro- 
fessionals more from cooperating teachers than from college supervisors 
(Friebus, 1977) and that cooperating teachers exercise inordinate authority 
in determining student teacher success (Barrows, 1979). Thus, when preservice 
teachers encounter conflicts between their training and observed teaching, 
they may perpetuate existing classroom instmction and superficial learning 
(Hollingsworth, 1989). In short, research clearly indicates that of the field 
experience triad members (i.e., the preservice teacher with her personal and 
educational perspective, cooperating teacher, and college instmctor), the 
college instructor has the least influence on the preservice teacher. 

Several reasons may explain the weak role of college training. Florio- 
Ruane & Lensmire (1990) suggest the short duration of training is insufficient 
to change views formed over years as students. Also, many preservice teachers 
find it difficult to apply theoretical, pedagogical, and content knowledge to 
practice (Weinstein, 1988), particularly when methods or materials differ in 
school settings (Stewart, 1990). Others note preservice teachers’ perspectives 
of inferior power relations may cause resistance (Britzman, 1991; Stewart 1990). 

To address this resistance and understand the complexities underlying 
FRIC ervice teachers’ practices, it is necessary to examine their beliefs. Pajares 
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(1992) suggests that attention to teacher candidates’ beliefs should inform 
educational practice, and that teacher education programs should promote 
positive change in preservice teachers through reflection on what, how and 
why something is taught (Pajares, 1993). Kagan (1992) further states that study- 
ing the forms and functions of teacher beliefs, as well as their antecedents 
and expressions, is critical to the success of teacher education programs. 

In light of these findings and suggestions the researchers investigated 
the critical interplay among members of the field experience triad in the context 
of their own literacy methods course involving field experience. This explor- 
atory study examined influences of individuals in the field experience triad 
on the preservice teachers’ beliefs, practices, and intentions concerning lit- 
eracy instruction. 

Method 

Participants 

Participants included 25 elementary education majors (preservice teach- 
ers) enrolled in a literacy methods course, 2 college instructors, and 14 co- 
operating teachers. Two instructors, each describing her philosophy regard- 
ing literacy instruction as holistic and interactive, team-taught the course. 
Fourteen teachers from two elementary schools served as cooperating teach- 
ers. Criteria for selecting cooperating teachers were willingness to partici- 
pate in field experience and flexibility in allowing preservice teachers to use 
approaches learned in class. With the exception of four teachers described 
by the college instructors as having holistic beliefs, cooperating teachers’ beliefs 
were unknown prior to field placement. Preservice teachers were assigned 
in pairs to a cooperating teacher, with the exception of three, who for logis- 
tical reasons were placed singly and encouraged to collaborate with peers. 

Literacy Methods Course and Practicum 

The field experience included an initial 2-week phase of observation 
and participation followed by the teaching of reading, writing, and oral com- 
munication in small group and whole class formats for 10 weeks. Preservice 
teachers met as a class at least twice weekly to discuss literacy instruction 
and specific field experiences. Assigned readings included Classrooms That 
Work: They Can All Read and Write (Cunningham & Allington, 1994), Tran- 
sitions: From Literature to Literacy (Routman, 1988); The New Read-Aloud 
Handbook { Trelease, 1989); and Managing the Whole Language Classroom 
(Eisele, 1991). Preservice teachers kept portfolios in which they reflected upon 
their educational backgrounds and developing philosophies of literacy in- 
struction. The two instructors, committed to fostering positive growth through 
O raging reflection on what, how, and why instructional decisions were 
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made (Pajares, 1993), sought to promote their own holistic and interactive 
philosophies regarding literacy instruction. 

Data Sources and Analysis 

Data sources included a) preservice teachers’ portfolios containing les- 
son plans, lesson reflections, and written observations and analyses of their 
cooperating teachers’ instructional practices; b) preservice teachers’ responses 
to final exam questions requiring discussion of beliefs and intentions in light 



Table 1. Criteria for Literacy Philosophies 

Holistic 

• instmction developmental^ appropriate and child-centered 

• use of a variety of print, including narrative, expository, and environmen- 
tal 

• immersion in children’s literature; teacher reads aloud daily 

• literature extension activities; shared language activities 

• reading/writing instruction linked 

• journal writing; inventive spelling encouraged 

• student choice considered and encouraged in reading and writing activi- 
ties 

• reading for pleasure encouraged 

• emphasis on meaning/comprehension in reading instruction 

• phonics, spelling, and vocabulary taught in meaningful context 

• variety of activities to promote oral language development (e.g., readers 
theater, choral reading, echo reading, drama, music) 

SkiUs-based 

• basal-driven curriculum; excessive use of worksheets 

• reading groups based on ability; emphasis on round robin reading 

• teaching of spelling, phonics, and vocabulary in isolation 

• little or no reading for pleasure 

• minimal writing activities; no journal writing 

• inventive spelling not encouraged 

• little or no group work other than reading groups; little sense of commu- 
nity 

• student choice in reading and writing activities not considered 

Interactive 

• combination of holistic approaches and some aspects of skills-based teach- 
ing; often combined use of basal and other types of print 

• holistic approaches combined with the teaching of skills in isolation 
istmction driven by needs of children as well as state curriculum guide 
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of their field experience and college instruction, and categorization of their 
cooperating teachers’ beliefs; c) instructors’ field notes on class discussions 
concerning cooperating teachers’ beliefs and practices; and d) conferences 
with and field observations of preservice teachers. Data were collected over 
the 15-week semester and analyzed via constant comparative analysis (Miles 
& Huberman, 1984) . Matrices were developed and triangulated across the three 
researchers (two of whom were the college instructors and one of whom 
was an instructor in another section of the same literacy methods course) 
and data sources to control for bias. Patterns of beliefs and practices among 
cooperating teachers and beliefs, practices, intentions, and influences on 
preservice teachers emerged throughout the semester. Final categorization 
of participants’ approaches to literacy instruction was completed when all 
the data were collected at the semester’s end. 

The researchers categorized cooperating teachers as having holistic, in- 
teractive, or skills-based philosophies if the majority of their stated beliefs 
and/or observed practices reported by preservice teachers were consistent 
with one of these philosophies. Categorization of preservice teachers was 
based on direct observation of their teaching as well as the other data sources. 
Also, unlike the cooperating teachers who were only asked to discuss their 
rationale for their teaching rather than categorize their beliefs, preservice 
teachers were asked to categorize themselves as having holistic, interactive, 
or skills-based beliefs at the semester’s end. Thus, while categorization was 
done by the researchers, the perspective was primarily that of the preservice 
teachers. In all cases there was agreement between the researchers’ and 
preservice teachers’ categorization of cooperating teachers. The researchers 
defined holistic, skills-based, and interactive philosophies according to crite- 
ria which they developed from their experience as literacy educators (see 
Table 1). 

Results and Discussion 

This study relies largely upon perspectives inferred from preservice teach- 
ers’ observations, practices, and reports. Findings therefore must be considered in 
light of the limitations of such self-report data. Hollingsworth (1989) also 
cautions that preservice teachers tend to mirror ideologies and rhetoric used by 
those perceived to be in superior positions of power. The possibility that pre- 
service teachers sought to please the researchers, two of whom were their instructors 
in this course, also must be considered when interpreting these findings. 

Categories of teaching philosophy regarding literacy instruction 

Based on the operational definitions of philosophies regarding literacy 
O ion (see Table 1), the researchers categorized 6 cooperating teachers 
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as having a holistic philosophy, 1 as having an interactive philosophy, and 7 
as having a skills-based philosophy. Of the 25 preservice teachers, 21 were 
categorized as having a holistic philosophy, 1 as having an interactive phi- 
losophy, and 3 as having a skills-based philosophy. Categorization of teach- 
ing philosophies based on portfolios and final exam responses was consis- 
tent, with the exception of one preservice teacher who described her beliefs 
as skills-based, yet demonstrated holistic practices. 



Beliefs and intentions 

Data analysis indicated preservice teachers’ beliefs and intentions were 
a) strengthened or changed; b) influenced more by college instruction than 
by cooperating teachers; c) strongly influenced by field experience, specifi- 
cally direct experience teaching, particularly when their teaching practices 
were unlike those of their cooperating teacher; and d) influenced most when 
cooperating teachers demonstrated practices consistent with the college in- 
structors’ philosophy of literacy instruction. 

Sixteen of the 25 preservice teachers stated their beliefs in holistic teach- 
ing strengthened and 9 stated their beliefs changed by the semester’s end. 
Five of tlie 9 preservice teachers changed from a skills-based to a holistic 
philosophy, 1 changed from a skills-based to an interactive philosophy, and 
3 changed from a holistic to a skills-based philosophy. 



Beliefs in holistic teaching strengthened (1 6 preservice teachers 
assigned to 12 cooperating teachers) (see Table 2). 

These preservice teachers stated their holistic beliefs were strengthened, 
with college instruction reinforcing the field experience. Preservice teachers’ 
field experiences are grouped according to their cooperating teachers’ phi- 
losophies. 

Preservice teachers with holistic cooperating teachers. These co- 
operating teachers taught lower elementary grades and demonstrated prac- 
tices consistent with those promoted in college instruction. Preservice teach- 
ers described field experiences as extremely positive and cooperating teach- 
ers as nurturing, having respect for children, maintaining a warm, inviting 
classroom atmosphere, and being enthusiastic about their profession. They 
further stated that field experience allowed them to apply ideas and instruc- 
tional practices learned in college and that they intended to continue these 
practices in their future classrooms. 

Preservice teachers with an interactive cooperating teacher. Two 

preservice teachers were placed with a kindergarten teacher described as 
“doing lots of literature, but also lots of worksheets.” Although the field ex- 
p^nence was positive, both preservice teachers felt their cooperating teacher 
s a little restrictiv^(^^> insisted on children coloring in the lines), and 
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Table 2. Preservice Teachers’ Beliefs in Holistic Teaching Strengthened 



No. 


Grade 


Cooperating 

teacher 


Grouping 


Partner’s 

beliefs 


Field 

experience 


Most influence 
on beliefs 


1 


K 


Holistic 


Single 




Positive 


College 

instruction 


2 


K 


Holistic 


Paired 


Holistic 


Very positive 


Field reinforced 
college instruction 


1 


1 


Holistic 


Paired 


Holistic 


Very positive 


Field reinforced 
college instruction 


2 


1 


Holistic 


Paired 


Holistic 


Very Positive 


Field reinforced 
college instruction 


2 


1 


Holistic 


Paired 


Holistic 


Positive 


Field reinforced 
college instruction 


1 


2 


Holistic 


Single 




Very positive 


Cooperating 

teacher 


2 


K 


Interactive 


Paired 


Holistic 


Positive 


Application of 
college instruction 


1 


1 


Skills 


Single 




Somewhat 

positive 


College instruction 


1 


3 


Skills 


Paired 


Interactive 


Negative 


Application of 
college instruction 


1 


4 


Skills 


Paired 


Holistic 


Positive 


College instruction 


1 


5 


Skills 


Paired 


Skills 


Positive 


College instruction 


1 


5 


Skills 


Paired 


Skill 


Negative 


College instruction 



better approaches could have been practiced. The classroom was described 
as organized and pleasant, and the cooperating teacher as nurturing. Preservice 
teachers were allowed to implement their own teaching ideas, saw the ben- 
efits of more holistic teaching (eg., the use of more children’s literature), 
and stated their future practices would be more consistent with holistic teach- 
ing. 



Preservice teachers with skills-based cooperating teachers. Most 
of the skills-based teachers taught upper elementary grades. Overall, field 
experiences were described as more negative than those of the previous two 
groups. These cooperating teachers tended to be depressed about the teaching 
profession, made negative comments about the college teacher education 
program, had low expectations for their elementary students, and had disci- 
pline problems. Their statements included, “I wouldn’t teach if I had to do it 
over again,” “The kids are lazy and don’t want to learn,” “Some students will 
never make progress in reading,” and “Whole language will cause a decrease 
in reading scores.” 

j^j j reservice teachers in this group leari^d^^iat not to do,” explaining 
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that the children’s negative responses to inappropriate instruction convinced 
them of the need for more holistic teaching. Criticisms of instruction included 
lack of student choice in reading and writing assignments and little or no 
reading for pleasure. Preservice teachers were allowed to use teaching ideas 
learned from college even when inconsistent with existing classroom prac- 
tice. One preservice teacher stated that allowing the children to read and 
write more resulted in greater enthusiasm and writing improvement. She 
further stated that comparing her cooperating teacher’s approaches with those 
learned in her own college instruction allowed her to see the benefits of 
holistic teaching, observing that the previous “three years of skills approaches 
were not working with these children.” 

Two cooperating teachers whose curricula were primarily worksheets 
described themselves as holistic because they occasionally used literature. 
In both cases, their preservice teachers described them as skills-based teach- 
ers who had the desire to teach better, but “just didn’t know how.” These 
experiences were considered less negative than others in this group. In one 
classroom preservice teachers described their field experience as improving 
after they began constructing and teaching lessons. In this third grade class- 
room both preservice teachers sympathized with the teacher’s plight of hav- 
ing “so many low students” (many of whom could only read and write their 
names), but held different views about this situation. While one saw this as 
a result of three years of inappropriate skills-based instruction, her partner 
agreed with the cooperating teacher’s statement that “the kids are so low in 
skills that they need more instruction in this area.” 

Beliefs changed from skiUs-hased (6 preservice teachers assigned 
to 5 cooperating teachers ) ( see Table 3) 

The freedom to apply ideas learned in college instruction had the most 
influence on preservice teachers who held holistic beliefs. Cooperating teach- 
ers had the most influence on preservice teachers who held interactive and 
skills-based beliefs. 

Beliefs changed from skills-based to holistic. Preservice teachers 
reported that field experience allowed them to compare holistic and skills- 
based teaching and “see how students responded much better when they 
were taught using ideas from college.” One preservice teacher who saw 
children respond enthusiastically to her literature extension activities and saw 
her cooperating teacher’s “strategies fail,” stated, “I’m ashamed to say that I 
would have been skills-based ... if not introduced to more literature -based, 
sensible teaching.” 

Preservice teachers described their skills-based cooperating teachers as 
having negative attiaides toward teaching and the college teacher education 
gram. These cooperating teachers were described as being “mean to the 




Deidra W. Frazier, Thomasine H . Mencer, and Mary Annette Duchein 237 



Table 3. Preservice Teachers’ Beliefs Changed from Skills-Based 



No. Grade 


Cooperating 

teacher 


Grouping 


Partner’s 

beliefs 


Field 

experience 


Most influence 
on beliefs 


To Holistic 


1 1 


Holistic 


Paired 


Holistic 


Very positive 


Field reinforced 
college instruction 


1 4 


Skills 


Paired 


Holistic 


Positive 


Application of 
college instruction 


2 5 


Skills 


Paired 


Holistic 


Negative 


Application of 
college instruction 


1 4 


Skills 


Paired 


Interactive 


Negative 


Application of 
college instruction 


To Interactive 


1 4/5 


Skills 


Paired 


Holistic 


Somewhat 

positive 


Cooperating 

teacher/ 

background 



kids,” and as having “given up” on the children. In contrast, preservice teachers 
described the holistic cooperating teacher as nurturing and respecting her 
children and as being enthusiastic about teaching. In spite of observing 
inappropriate teaching practices and being in negative classroom environ- 
ments, preservice teachers placed in skills-based classrooms considered their 
field experience beneficial because they could teach using their own ideas 
and get the experience needed to test these ideas. 

Beliefs changed from skills-based to interactive. This preservice 
teacher reported that her college instruction strongly influenced her beliefs, 
but that the field experience, along with her educational background, had 
the most influence. The way she was taught as a child (“teach a skill, do a 
worksheet, take a test”) convinced her that “some skills are difficult to teach 
in the context of literature” and that her preferred approach was a “combi- 
nation of holistic teaching with worksheets and basal curricula.” 

The preservice teacher described her cooperating teacher as being 
“burned out” after teaching 18 years and reported her as stating she “hates to 
read” and “kids need structure to stay on task and whole language doesn’t 
provide it.” The cooperating teacher also refused to allow her preservice 
teachers to journal with the children explaining that it “wouldn’t work” and 
gave busywork instead. Nevertheless, the preservice teacher described her 
field experience as somewhat positive because she had freedom to practice 
her own ideas. Interestingly, even though her practices were consistently 
holistic (perhaps because her peer partner held strong holistic beliefs), she 
preferred to teach more like her cooperating teacher. 
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Beliefs changed to more skills-based (3 preservice teachers 
assigned to 3 cooperating teachers) (see Table 4). 

Preservice teachers reported their field experience and cooperating teach- 
ers as having the most influence on their beliefs, describing their cooperat- 
ing teachers as having negative attitudes toward children and teaching, yet 
being organized, structured, and in one case, effective. The first preservice 
teacher, placed in a third grade classroom, reported her beliefs as changing 
from holistic to skills-based. In spite of these beliefs, she practiced holistic 
teaching, possibly because she collaborated with a partner who held strong 
holistic beliefs. She described her cooperating teacher as teaching inappro- 
priately, yet agreed with her statement that the “kids were so low in skills that 
they needed more instruction in skills because they made D’s and F’s on many 
worksheets.” She also described die cooperating teacher’s attitude toward 
children and teaching as negative, noting the teacher “yelled a lot,” gave 
spelling tests when many children could only read and write their names, and 
concluded that many of the children would never experience success. Even 
though this preservice teacher was critical of such practices and recommended 
more holistic approaches, she “felt sorry” for the teacher who “desired to teach 
better, but didn’t know how,” explaining die teacher was justifiably frustrated 
because die children “were so low and would benefit from more structure.” 

Sympathy for the cooperating teacher seemed to strongly affect this 
preservice teacher’s beliefs. It is not clear to what degree odier factors such 
as educational background influenced her beliefs. Possibly, the preservice 
teacher and cooperating teacher held similar views about die need for con- 
trol and staicture in a classroom. It is noteworthy that while this preservice 
teacher bought into her cooperating teacher’s rationale for inappropriate 
practice, her peer partner disagreed, attributing die children’s poor perfor- 
mance to poor instruction, and noting improved performance and greater 
endiusiasm when holistic practices were used. 

The second preservice teacher was placed in a fifth grade classroom 
and noted her field experience and “family of educators” background as 



Table 4. Preservice Teachers’ Beliefs Changed to More Skills-Based 



No. 


Grade 


Cooperating 

teacher 


Grouping 


Partner's 

beliefs 


Field 

experience 


Most influence 
on beliefs 


i 


3 


Skills 


Paired 


Holistic 


Somewhat 

positive 


Cooperating 

teacher 


i 


5 


Skills 


Paired 


Holistic 


Positive 


Cooperating 

teacher/ 

background 


0 

1 r. 


5 


Skills 


Paired 


Holistic 


Positive 


Cooperating 

teacher 
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convincing her of the need for skills-based teaching. She described her co- 
operating teacher as depressed about teaching and frustrated because “the 
kids are so lazy and don’t want to learn,” and as emphasizing worksheets 
and ignoring the children’s needs. She saw the need for better teaching prac- 
tices, yet described her field experience as positive, explaining that she liked 
her teacher and sympathized with the predicament of having to teach an 
“undesirable” group of children. She bonded with her cooperating teacher 
and could understand her teaching practices. 

Before her field experience, this preservice teacher preferred more 
holistic teaching. Severe discipline problems in the classroom convinced her 
of the need for skills-based teaching to address behavior and skill deficien- 
cies. When the cooperating teacher’s practices were counter to college in- 
struction, the preservice teacher’s own background, which supported be- 
liefs consistent with those of the cooperating teacher, had a deciding influ- 
ence on her perceptions of the appropriateness of these practices. The dis- 
parity between her skills-based beliefs and her holistic practices is likely due 
to the fact that she observed skills-based teaching strongly promoted and 
modeled by her cooperating teacher, yet planned and taught with a partner 
who held strong holistic beliefs. Her partner also believed the children’s be- 
havior and deficiencies were a result of inappropriate instruction. 

The third preservice teacher, also placed in a fifth grade classroom, re- 
ported having no particular beliefs about literacy instruction prior to her field 
experience. She stated that her cooperating teacher taught mostly skills, used 
lots of worksheets, and did not incorporate recreational reading in her class, 
yet was “a very effective teacher.” Because her cooperating teacher was a 
very pleasant, nurturing person, the field experience was positive. The 
preservice teacher stated she “will probably be like the cooperating teacher.” 
In the absence of particular beliefs about literacy instruction and the pres- 
ence of a pleasant classroom environment, the cooperating teacher’s prac- 
tices had more influence than college instruction. However, as in another 
case, this preservice teacher’s peer partner held opposing beliefs and stated 
that even though the field experience was positive, she did not intend to use 
the inappropriate practices her cooperating teacher demonstrated. 



Conclusions 

Even though 7 out of 14 cooperating teachers in this study practiced skills- 
based teaching the majority of preservice teachers (21 out of 25) reported 
preferences for holistic teaching. Overall, college instruction had the most 
influence on preservice teachers’ beliefs, practices, and intentions, contrary to earlier 
research indicating personal and academic history (Florio-Ruane & Lensmire, 
Herrmann & Sarracino, 1993), cooperating teachers (Hollingsworth, 
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1989; Mencer, 1996; Metcalf, 1991), and supervising teachers (Barrows, 1979; 
Friebus, 1977) as having the most influence on preservice teachers. 

One explanation for this study’s Findings may be the nature of the literacy 
methods course which emphasized reflective practice, collaboration, and 
networking. Reflective journals likely promoted critical thinking about teaching 
practices and prevented preservice teachers from agreeing with their coop- 
erating teachers’ approach demonstrated “in a real classroom.” This explana- 
tion is supported in Sampson and Linek’s (1994) findings that preservice 
teachers’ beliefs tended to change toward a more holistic view in accordance 
with that of their instructor. Although participants were limited to teaching 
mini-lessons to peers and did not teach in real classroom settings, their be- 
liefs shifted and their reflections were valued and nurtured through group 
interactions, written responses, and class discussions. Sampson and Linek 
explain that identification of personal theoretical beliefs, cognitive dissonance, 
(i.e., the attempt to align beliefs and practices), provision of support, and 
promotion of reflection were all influences in this change process. Such in- 
fluences were also foundational to the literacy methods course in the current 
study and emphasize their importance in affecting changes in beliefs. 

Pairing preservice teachers to facilitate collaboration also may have 
strengthened the influence of college instruction. Peers were consistent in 
their categorization of their cooperating teacher’s approach and demonstrated 
practices promoted via college instruction. However, in spite of this consis- 
tency, 5 of the 11 pairs categorized themselves as having different beliefs 
concerning literacy. It is not clear to what extent peer partners may have 
influenced each other. But peer partners who held holistic beliefs seemed to 
have no influence on the three preservice teachers who changed from holis- 
tic to skills-based beliefs. Nor is it clear to what extent the three preservice 
teachers who were placed by themselves were made vulnerable to the influ- 
ence of their cooperating teachers. One of these preservice teachers espoused 
beliefs consistent with those of her interactive cooperating teacher. The other 
two, however, espoused holistic beliefs, which were different from their skills- 
based and interactive cooperating teachers. Further research is needed to 
explore the influence of peers in preservice teaching. 

Weekly classroom discussions in which preservice teachers were encour- 
aged to reflect upon their field experience and readings also may have 
strengthened the influence of college instruction. Such networking and col- 
laboration are typically lacking in traditional student teaching and may be 
lacking in research studies involving methods course practica. Any compari- 
son of influences on preservice teachers in methods courses involving practica 
and student teachers must be considered in light of different program foci 
(i e.. emphasis on pairing, collaboration, networking, and reflection). 

Findings in this study underscore the powerful influence of field expe- 
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rience in shaping beliefs about teaching. Clearly, when there is consistency 
between college instruction and the cooperating teacher’s classroom, both 
philosophically and in practice, the preservice teacher is more likely to observe, 
understand, and apply principles learned via college instruction, even when 
they conflict with personal perspectives. However, the difference between the 
influence of observing and experiencing classroom practices must be noted. 
In the current study, even when the cooperating teacher demonstrated prac- 
tices inconsistent with those promoted in college instruction, preservice teach- 
ers were more influenced by their college instruction when they were allowed 
to teach holistically. The self confidence and sense of accomplishment gained 
after teaching a successful lesson appeared to be a strong influence on the 
preservice teachers’ beliefs and intentions. Most cooperating teachers in the 
current study gave their preservice teachers a great deal of flexibility, which 
seemed critical in shaping their beliefs and intended practices. 

It is also noteworthy that every preservice teacher who observed and 
experienced holistic teaching was convinced of its benefits. It would be in- 
teresting to challenge the three preservice teachers’ preferences for skills- 
based teaching by placing them in holistic classrooms. For some preservice 
teachers, observing holistic teaching may have been necessary to convince 
them of its benefits, while for others, the direct experience of teaching via 
holistic approaches was persuasive enough. 

The cooperating teacher’s attitude toward the teaching profession, by 
no means a small influence, was emphasized by preservice teachers. There 
were marked differences between reported attitudes of holistic and interac- 
tive teachers, and skills-based teachers. Holistic and interactive teachers’ at- 
titudes were positive, enthusiastic, and nurturing toward their children. 
Preseivice teachers in these classrooms had exceptionally positive experi- 
ences and professed beliefs and intentions consistent with them. 

On the other hand, most of the skills-based teachers had negative atti- 
tudes toward teaching and the college teacher education program, problems 
with discipline, low expectations for the children, and in many cases, had 
given up on the children’s ability to learn. While such a dismal classroom 
atmosphere had little influence on preservice teachers’ attitudes, it neverthe- 
less affected their beliefs, practices, and intentions. Many saw the situation 
as a challenge, attempted to “rescue the children” via more holistic instruc- 
tion, and saw these efforts rewarded when children responded with enthu- 
siasm and improved academic performance. However, two preseivice teachers 
in such settings reported their preference for skills-based teaching, sympa- 
thized with their cooperating teachers, and bought into their rationale for 
using skills-based approaches, agreeing that the children’s misbehavior and 
severe academic deficiencies necessitated order and teaching via worksheets, 
l^ e preseivice teachers noted a “family of educators” and “teaching the 
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way I was taught” as contributing to their beliefs and teaching intentions. 
Speculation on how placement in a holistic classroom would have influenced 
their beliefs invites research in this area. 

In summary, these findings illustrate the critical role of college meth- 
ods courses involving field experience in influencing preservice teachers’ 
beliefs, practices, and intentions. This research challenges the notion that 
preservice teachers will “teach the way they were taught” and the assump- 
tion that the cooperating teacher in her “real world classroom” has the most 
influence on novice teachers. Findings in this study suggest when preservice 
teachers receive college instruction along with a strong underlying rationale, 
examine their beliefs and practices as well as those of their cooperating teach- 
ers, and experience success applying what they have learned, they are likely 
to embrace the philosophy promoted in their college class. In short, if seeing 
is believing, then doing is convincing. As one preservice teacher expressed, 
“I put my philosophy into action and saw it work!” Further research might 
investigate whether preservice teachers will maintain and refine these be- 
liefs and practices in their future classrooms. 



Several implications for meaningful, enriching field placements in con- 
junction with education methods courses are indicated. Members of the field 
experience triad — the college instructor, preservice teacher, and cooperat- 
ing teacher — are a network of individuals who form the part of a teacher 
training program that best simulates the “real world” of the classroom. Find- 
ings of this saidy suggest the following conditions for the best utilization of 
this network. 

• Cooperating teacher practice is consistent with practice promoted in 
college instruction. 

• Communication across all members of the triad is clear and ongoing. 

° Preservice teachers a) collaborate with peers and cooperating teach- 
ers in planning and teaching, b) observe appropriate instruction, c) 
have the freedom to create lessons and teach them, and d) reflect on 
their beliefs and practices. 

• Cooperating teachers a) support the college teacher education pro- 
gram and professional development, b) have a positive attimde to- 
ward the teaching profession, c) have respect for and a positive, 
nurturing attitude toward children, d) have a positive, nurturing 
manner in the role as mentor teacher, e) demonstrate appropriate 
teaching practice, 0 allow preservice teachers flexibility to try their 
own ideas, and g) give constructive feedback to preservice teachers. 
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Abstract 

This paper reports findings of a naturalistic case study of an exemplary 
teacher's inquiry process, particularly aspects of her reflective practice . Induc- 
tive analysis of the data reveals a strong connection between prospective think- 
ing about conditions for literacy learning and reflections on literacy events 
themselves. The findings also indicate that reflective practice is more system- 
atic than the current body of literature suggests. Implications include a need 
to engage preservice teachers in prospective thinking about conditions as they 
plan specific literacy events and to continue research on this component of 
reflective practice. 



UT~)eflect on the lesson you have implemented. What have you learned 
jLV about the children? About your teaching?” 

“Keep a journal of your personal responses to readings, reflections on 
field experiences, insights gained, further questions you want to investigate.” 
“Type a 1-page reflection of what you noticed and learned about the 
portfolio process as an assessment tool. You may also want to reflect on any 
lingering questions you have.” 

These statements occur in written and verbal assignments for preservice 
literacy courses that I teach at an urban university. They are invitations for 
preservice teachers to engage in reflection in the university classroom and in 
the field as observer and budding practitioner. Although these assignments 
invite students to reflect on what occurred in their literacy learning and teach- 
ing experiences, they neglect to engage them in another dimension of re- 
flective practice, namely the prospective thinking about conditions that sup- 
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Although Dewey (1910), in his model of reflective practice, encouraged 
teachers to consider possible solutions before solving pedagogical problems, 
prospective consideration of possible conditions for learning is not clearly 
addressed in subsequent work on reflective practice. Schon (1983) recog- 
nized that the complexity and contextuality of educational problems requires 
thoughtful reflection over time and a willingness to embrace revision of ini- 
tial ideas. Zeichner and Liston (1987) found reflective practice to be critically 
important for success in inquiry-oriented programs, and they argued that 
traditional teacher education programs inhibit the development of reflection. 
Berthoff (1987) supported reflection by encouraging teachers to “Research” 
the information they collect in their classrooms. Ross (1987) offered strate- 
gies for the teaching of reflective practice. Others found teacher dialogue 
supported reflective practice by making implicit knowledge explicit (Fox, 
1993; Greene, 1986; McDonald, 1987). Hunsaker and Johnston’s (1992) col- 
laborative research supported previous findings that teachers can become 
more reflective given time and support. 

The importance of establishing conditions for literacy learning is widely 
documented. Rich descriptions of environments conducive to literacy learn- 
ing are available (Edelsky, Altwerger, & Flores, 1991; Goodman, 1986; Vacca 
& Rasinski, 1992). Carefully established conditions reduced the risks of lit- 
eracy learning in a study by Allen, Michalove, Shockley, and West (1991). 
Studies have also shown how inquiry-oriented classroom environments 
maximize literacy learning and teaching (Peck & Hughes, 1994; Ruddell, 1995). 
However, these environments do not emerge spontaneously; they are the 
result of teachers’ planful and intentional efforts. In a review of research into 
teachers’ planning processes, Clark and Peterson (1986) reported that stud- 
ies did not retain distinctions between prospective and reflective thinking. 
More recent studies embed prospective thinking in a cycle of reflection and 
contemplation that involves examination of prior instructional acts and pro- 
jection of future acts (Sampson & Linek, 1994; Walker & Ramseth, 1993). 
Although these studies focus on teacher planning and raise questions such 
as “Did I do what I intended to do?”, they do not examine teachers’ prospec- 
tive thinking about establishing effective literacy environments. 

This paper discusses results of a naturalistic case study of a first grade 
teacher’s inquiry process (Peck, 1995), particularly aspects of her reflective 
practice. The research question that guided this portion of the larger case 
study is: How does the teacher establish conditions for literacy learning? Data 
pertinent to this question comprise the focus of this paper, which concludes 
with a discussion of the need to redefine reflective practice to include a for- 
ward-thinking component. Implications for teacher education and further 
research are also suggested. 
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The Study Design 

This study is rooted in the sociocultural perspective that recognizes teach- 
ers as legitimate knowledge producers through participation in the social 
events of their classrooms (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1993; Weade & Green, 
1989). Its intention is to provide a rich description of an exemplary teacher’s 
inquiry process; therefore, case study (Merriam, 1988) is an appropriate de- 
sign. 

The setting was a first grade classroom in a large urban district. The 
teacher, Sharon, holds a graduate degree and at the time of the study had 7 
years teaching experience, all in the primary grades. She is an active partici- 
pant in and provider of staff development on topics such as teacher effec- 
tiveness and inquiry learning. Her exemplary work is widely documented 
(Peck, 1996a, 1996b; Peck & Hughes, 1994; Peck & Hughes, 1997) and has 
been recognized by her principal and central office administrators. 

Data collection occurred during the first 10 weeks of the school year and 
began with an interview using semi-structured, open-ended questions. Each 
week, Sharon audiotaped think aloud protocols during instructional planning 
for literacy events. She also audiotaped reflections, first while viewing a vid- 
eotape of the event soon after it occurred and again several days later in the 
form of a teacher log. Inductive analysis of the data yielded patterns and 
regularities (Goetz & LeCompte, 1984; Lincoln & Guba, 1985) that were re- 
fined through the constant-comparative method (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). 

Because this study seeks to understand the inquiry process of a particu- 
lar teacher, certain findings will apply to this teacher and classroom only. 
This limitation is lessened, however, through triangulation of data sources 
and longevity of the collaboration between the teacher and researcher. For 
three years prior to the initiation of this study, the researcher was a partici- 
pant-observer in the teacher’s classroom. This long-term collaboration may 
itself be viewed as a limitation; however, this same longevity engendered 
mutual taist and respect that resulted in forthright, honest interactions. 



Results of the Study 

During the initial interview for this study, I asked Sharon to identify those 
conditions she intentionally established in her classroom environment. She 
named four: maintaining high expectations for her students, sharing respon- 
sibility for learning with her students, providing a variety of materials and ex- 
periences, and integrating literacy processes with curricular content and so- 
cial interactions. Data segments that addressed conditions for literacy learn- 
ing supported each of these intentions. They appeared most frequently in think 
'^s. Table 1 summarizes the domains and categories that were uncovered 
fined through the constant-comparative method (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). 
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Examples follow that define these domains and categories, and moreover, that 
illustrate the forward-thinking component of teacher reflection. 

Table 1. Summary of Domains and Categories 



Domain 


Category 


Risk 


Challenge 

Support 


Responsibility 


Authenticity 

Ownership 

Independence 

Self-evaluation 


Alternatives 


Experiences 

Materials 

Purposes 

Groupings 


Connections 


Integration 

Interaction 



Risk 

Sharon’s high expectations for die children initiate many challenges, but 
the children are never left to meet diem without support. She works to 
maintain a healdiy tension between die challenge and support that moves 
the children toward greater literacy development. For example, in a think 
aloud for a group of readers with the least developed literacy skills of the 
children in diis classroom, Sharon stated that the story they were reading 
“does have limited vocabulary, although very sophisticated concepts are 
included . . . that help to develop higher level thinking. . . Reflecting on a 
videotape of this lesson, she later commented on the importance of choos- 
ing “activities that provide j-u-s-t enough pressure, just enough tension, to 
constantly move the children upward in their literacy development.” 

One of the ways to support children’s risk-taking is to begin with famil- 
iar materials. In a think aloud for a shared reading time, Sharon described how 
and why she begins lessons with familiar songs, such as “Old MacDonald” or 
repeated readings of a poem to “encourage the children to loosen up.” In a 
later reflection on that shared reading, she stated that “during this reading 
time ... we try to do some songs, some poems ... the children are familiar 
with to sort of get warmed up and to make sure that they feel real comfort- 
with what’s going on.” 
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Responsibility 

Sharon and the children in her classroom share responsibility for learn- 
ing — their own and others’. The use of authentic materials and activities is one 
way this shared responsibility for learning is promoted. Authenticity is demon- 
strated when die children apply their learning to life stations. Sharon inten- 
tionally plans for this in the broadest sense and expects profound outcomes. 
This is clearly demonstrated in a think aloud for a lesson using The Little Red Hen, 
One of my major concerns with teaching my children is that they take 
die concepts that we cover in the classroom and apply diem to their lives 
outside the classroom. Many of these children live in environments that 
involve a lot of gang activity. They come from households that are less 
than friendly. They live in neighborhoods that are less than friendly. So 
I’m expecting them to, as we talk about this, figure out ways that they 
themselves can be better people in how they treat each other, die friend- 
ship that diey show towards other people. And as a result, that’ll encour- 
age others to perceive them, to see them as friends. 

Reflecting on the same lesson Sharon commented that “after we do the kinds 
of things that we do, my children seem to want to apply those things in their 
own lives.” 

Responsibility is also evident in the children’s ownership of their learn- 
ing. Sometimes this is expressed through their choice of literacy materials, 
intentionally planned by Sharon and documented in her think alouds. For 
example, “I’ll read the books to the children, put out a sign-up sheet for each 
of them so that the children can determine which book . . . diey’ll want to read 
for themselves.” A subsequent reflection on this part of the lesson appeared 
in Sharon’s log. “Each child selected a reading book that they want to read.” 

Independence is an important condition for literacy growth in this class- 
room and is indicated in data segments through comments on strategic reading. 
In a think aloud for a language arts lesson using The Little Red Hm, Sharon dis- 
cussed teaching the Ai/ sound. “The children will need to know that sound in order 
to decode that word ‘hen’ as they read the story independently.” Repeated expo- 
sures to text, in this instance The Little Red He)% help children develop strategies 
to solve problems and think for themselves. Sharon later stated in a reflection, 

I do try to teach reading strategically. There are certain things 
that . . . good readers do, and those are the things that I try to teach 
them. . . . You don’t get stuck on a word; you look at the context, the 
meaning of that sentence to figure out what that word is. You use some 
phonics skills; you don’t have to know every sound in the word. . . . You 
look at the beginning sound, you look at the ending sound. Does the 
word you pick make sense there? It does? Then chances are good that 
J^j£"°uld the word. . . . 




250 Exploring Literacy 



The strategic reading that Sharon attempts to help her children develop 
is tied to their ability to self-evaluate. Throughout this study, interview and 
think aloud segments implied opportunities for self-evaluation, but specific 
comments addressing evaluation, including self-evaluation, appeared pre- 
dominantly in reflection and log data. For example, when reflecting on mixed- 
ability grouping used in a particular lesson, Sharon stated, “The stronger stu- 
dent was there to support and assist the less able student. But on the other 
hand, the less able student was there to provide many, many concepts for 
the student with greater abilities. ... I want children to see the ability within 
them and the ability within others.” 

Alternatives 

Another condition for literacy learning pervasive throughout the data is 
providing for alternatives. Instead of viewing some children as not develop- 
mentally ready for literacy instruction, Sharon reflected, “What I think we 
should do is expose children to a variety of experiences. Then they have 
that as background information. ... If today they are not ready to do some- 
thing with that information, then they have that stored away in their memory 
bank and later when they are more prepared to do it, they use that as a 
point of reference.” In a think aloud for a lesson that occurred during the 
second week of school, Sharon documented that the variety of experiences 
offered in her classroom is particularly intended for children often consid- 
ered to be experientially deficient; a log entry for the same lesson further 
documented that these experiences are designed to provide “five years of 
literacy experiences for those . . . children who lack those experiences that 
we consider necessary for success in school.” 

The variety of materials used in this classroom also provides alternatives 
for the children. Sharon provides many kinds of materials that the children 
may use to gather information. In one think aloud she recorded, “The infor- 
mation will then be looked at through the form of picttires, videotapes, books, 
audiotaped information that I might share with the children. It’ll come from 
filmstrips. It will also come from, hopefully, various field trips that we’ll be 
taking in the near future.” And the children in this classroom do use the re- 
sources! A reflection on the same lesson included this statement: “These 
children are actually using the book [they are reading], not just the book but 
a variety of books and a variety of materials around the room. ...” A log 
entry recorded even later again made reference to the use of a variety of 
resources: “When we use tons and tons of material the way we do, [the 
children] have a whole library of resources available to them.” 

Variety in purpose is evident too. Sometimes it is important to follow 
solicit directions to achieve the purpose of the literacy event; sometimes it 
>ossible to make choices. Sharon commented in a think aloud for a lesson 
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on habitats, “Now the information that they provide can be either of a gen- 
eral nature, for instance They live in the woods’ if they pick the bear, or they 
can say [more specifically] that the bear lives in a cave.” In this particular lit- 
eracy event, some students varied the directions and were still highly success- 
ful. Sharon reflected, “There are times when following the directions will get 
us the result that we need, so you don’t have a lot of choice. You have to do 
it this way. But if you can get to that end result another way, that’s OK.” 
Another aspect of alternatives is the use of multiple and flexible group- 
ing patterns. Sharon elaborated on this aspect in her initial interview. 

The groups often emerge from the variety of materials used. We have 
individual reading group/literature group books going. Each child has 
a book bag, which is a collection of books that child can read at [his or 
her] own level. And then we have a great deal of partner reading, so 
that two children might be reading the same book. ... I don’t have 
permanent groups anymore. All of my groups are flexible. 



Connections 

In the very beginning of the school year, literacy events in this class- 
room build upon students’ prior knowledge and experience gleaned from 
their lives outside school and from what they do within the classroom com- 
munity. Literacy processes and concepts are integrated across curricular ar- 
eas. Skills are presented and practiced in context. Children also have oppor- 
tunities to apply what they learn to settings outside school or to subsequent 
learning experiences. 

For example, in a think aloud for a lesson tied to a shared reading of 
The Little Red Hen, Sharon said she planned to ask the students to “think 
about the ways that friends help each other in various settings. What I want 
the children to do is to think about how they can help both inside the house 
and outside the house.” Reflecting on the lesson, Sharon explained that the 
bellwork assignment for that morning asked the students to “think about a 
time when they were really a good friend to someone and a time when they 
were not such a good friend to someone.” In a log entry recorded even later 
she continued to reflect on this lesson: “[Tlhat whole issue of friendship is a 
social studies concept that came into play. I was very much pleased with 
how that fit into this language arts experience.” 

Integration of curricular areas provides another dimension of connec- 
tions. Social studies and science are the areas most often identified by Sharon 
and her students as part of literacy events. In a think aloud Sharon talked 
about her development of themes based on skills and concepts she needs to 
teach in each of these content areas; she believes that: 

[Y]ou cannot teach science, social studies, or math in isolation. Other- 
vise those skills will have no meaning. What I try to do is to tie all those 
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skills, all those content areas together using my reading/language arts 
curriculum. I develop . . . my themes as a result of the connections that 
I see between subject and skill across the board. 

In a subsequent reflection she said that establishing these connections is 
important because “otherwise, you end up teaching skills instead of teach- 
ing concepts.” 

Another think aloud recorded that skills are presented within the context 
of “a story or a poem or from known vocabulary” because it “gives the chil- 
dren a basis from which to apply that skill ... If I took an unknown word or 
if I taught it in isolation, the children would really have no point of reference 
and as a result would have difficulty understanding. . . In a later reflection, 
Sharon articulated the “advantage to teaching phonics contextually — they 
know that sound is the same whether it’s at the beginning position or at the 
end. You don’t have to teach ending consonant sounds. . . . They’ll see the 
sense of it.” 

An additional example of natural thematic integration occurred with a 
group of children who were reading a book about trucks. In a think aloud 
for one of their lessons Sharon said, “We will continuously connect this trucks 
theme from this story to our science lesson, ‘balls and ramps,’ and to our 
social studies unit that has to do with transportation.” As part of this literacy 
experience, the students kept a log of trucks they observed in their neigh- 
borhood for one week. Sharon reflected that they used science processes, 
such as observing and gathering data, to explore the social studies concept — 
trucking in their community — in a “reading/language arts environment.” In 
addition, Sharon believed that keeping the truck logs would “have meaning 
for them as they’re looking at trucks in the environment.” 

Connections in this classroom also encompass social interaction. Often 
the social interaction resulted in the creation of a collaborative product, such 
as this instance involving the reading of The Little Red Hen , recorded in a 
think aloud. 

The children are going to work together in a small group to create a 
poster. One side of the poster should talk about ways that friends can 
help each other inside the house — the inside, indoors — and one way 
that friends can help each other outdoors. I’m expecting that they talk 
about these concepts first, and then that they put together a poster that’s 
representative of all of their ideas. 

A later reflection documented that Sharon perceived this interaction as a means 
for building community. 

Sharon thoughtfully considers the literacy learning in her classroom before 
the events take place and repeatedly after they occur. Think alouds predomi- 
tly supplied segments pertaining to how she establishes conditions for 
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literacy learning. These intentional plans for particular conditions were imple- 
mented successfully; reflection and log segments make that connection. 



Redefining Reflective Practice 

The findings reported here indicate that reflective practice is more sys- 
tematic than the current body of literature suggests. Furthermore, the data 
demonstrate support for Dewey’s (1910) model: Sharon’s prospective think- 
ing about conditions for learning is integrally tied to the reflection that takes 
place after a literacy event. Indeed, one dimension of this teacher’s inquiry 
process is the intentional establishment of conditions. These findings also 
extend earlier accounts of the importance of setting conditions for literacy 
learning (Allen et al., 1991; Edelsky et al., 1991; Vacca & Rasinski, 1992). 

Attention to the conditions that optimize literacy learning is more im- 
portant than typically recognized in traditional practice. Forty per cent of all 
coded segments in the case study made reference to the teacher’s intentional 
establishment of these conditions. This indicates its prevalence in her think- 
ing and suggests the need to join prospective and retrospective thinking in 
conversations about reflective practice. 

This study has important implications for teacher education and contin- 
ued research. Preservice teachers are frequently encouraged to develop re- 
flective practice through lesson evaluation, journaling, and portfolio assess- 
ment. These invitations only partially attend to reflective practice. Preservice 
teachers need also to be encouraged to engage in prospective thinking — to 
think forward — about establishing conditions that support literacy learning. 
This needs to involve more than literacy environments per se. It needs to 
extend to flunking forward about optimal conditions for specific literacy events 
as they are planned. Preservice teachers need to document their thinking 
forward so they have opportunities to self-evaluate their planning. Similar 
staff development efforts for inservice teachers are also appropriate. 

Further studies are needed to continue this redefinition of reflective prac- 
tice, and it will be particularly important to seek information in appropriate 
places. Table 2 shows the data segments relevant to establishing conditions 
as a percentage of the total segments in the data source. In this study, almost 
three-fourths of the think aloud data addressed establishing conditions. There- 
fore, it is likely that teacher thinking about establishing conditions for learn- 



Table 2. Percentage of Segments in Each Data Source Relevant 
to Establishing Conditions 



Interviews 



O 39% 
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Reflections 
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ing would appear in think alouds more often than in reflective journals. 
However, collection of reflection data is also necessary so that connections 
between prospective and retrospective thinking may be uncovered. 

In response to this study, I intend to invite my preservice teachers to 
engage in thinking forward when they plan specific literacy events. It is also 
my intention to help them explicitly examine their prospective thinking and 
tie it to the reflections they do after engaging students in literacy events in 
the field. I also plan to have them share their thinking with others. A new 
assignment will read: 

“Think aloud. What conditions for literacy learning are you considering 
as you plan this lesson for the field classroom? Audiotape your thinking. Bring 
it to class so you can listen to each others’ tapes and dialogue about how 
you are thinking forward as you plan for literacy learning.” 

This ivork ivas made possible through the participation of an exemplary 
professional , Sharon Hughes, the teacher-researcher who opened herself to 
my inquiry of her process. She has my steadfast respect and gratitude. 
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Abstract 

This classroom research study reports the results of initial and final sur- 
veys administered to 60 graduate and undergraduate students as they cre- 
ated their own portfolios while enrolled in Language Arts classes . The focus of 
the research was (1) to access the background experiences of the students with 
regard to portfolios , (2) to assess participants ’ reactions to portfolios as a form 
of assessment , and (3) to explore students’ perceptions and feelings as they 
worked through the portfolio process. The article also describes the framework 
and guidelines for the Project Portfolio as it was developed for those courses. 



P ortfolios have gained wide acceptance in the educational community dur- 
ing the last decade. They are currently used at all levels of instruction 
(McLaughlin & Vogt, 1996; Tellez, 1996) and in all aspects of the curriculum. 
However, the way portfolios are defined varies greatly. Valencia (1990) de- 
fines portfolios as “samples of work that exemplify the depth and breadth of 
expertise” (p. 338). Wolf and Siu-Runyan (1996) provide a more precise 
definition as they explain that portfolios are: 

A selective collection of student work and records of progress gath- 
ered across diverse contexts over time, framed by reflection and en- 
riched through collaboration, that has as its aim the advancement of 
student learning, (p. 31) 

definition preferred by the authors, and used for the purposes of this 
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study, was developed by Paulson, Paulson, and Meyer (1991). They state 
that portfolios are: 

A purposeful collection of student work that exhibits the student’s ef- 
forts, progress, and achievements in one or more areas. The collection 
must include student participation in selecting contents, the criteria for 
selection, the criteria for judging merit, and evidence of student self- 
reflection. (p. 60) 

The organization and content of a portfolio depends on its purpose. 
Jasmine (1992) developed five separate categories of portfolios: working 
portfolios, showcase or display portfolios, assessment portfolios, cumulative 
portfolios, and finally, teacher resource portfolios. Later, Wolf and Siu-Runyan 
(1996) suggested that all portfolios could be classified into one of three groups: 
Ownership, Feedback, or Accountability Portfolios. 

In teacher education, a key to the design and content of portfolios is 
close articulation with the actual work of the teacher (Tellez, 1996). Stahle 
and Mitchell (1993) stress the importance of incorporating portfolios into the 
college classroom in order to more closely align classroom practices at the 
university with those of the public schools. This view is supported by other 
experts in the field (Anderson, 1995; Heiden, 1996; McLaughlin & Vogt, 1996). 
Portfolios, because they encourage divergent ways to assess learning not 
typically found in more standardized forms of assessment, can capitalize on 
students’ strengths (Ruddell Sc Ruddell, 1995). They engender student own- 
ership and facilitate the connection between learning and assessment 
(McKinney, Perkins, Sc Jones, 1995; Tellez, 1996). Additionally, portfolios can 
nurture self-esteem (Gillespie, Ford, Gillespie, Sc Leavell, 1996; McLaughlin 
Sc Vogt, 1996); increase critical reflection (Collins, 1991; Oropallo Sc Gomez, 
1990; Wilcox, 1996); and provide opportunities for decision-making and cre- 
ative thinking (McLaughlin Sc Vogt, 1996). 

Although portfolios are reported to have many positive affects on stu- 
dent learning, several factors may influence their effectiveness. These include 
time and prior experience with portfolios. For example, college classes typi- 
cally am for 15 weeks as opposed to the 40 weeks in K-12 classrooms. This 
abbreviated time period may be critical when the portfolio goal is to provide 
opportunities for students to demonstrate growth and development in a very 
broad area like literacy. In addition, the college classroom may be the first 
place students have been required to participate in creating a portfolio. There- 
fore, it seems imperative that instmctors at the college level be aware of this 
factor and provide instruction, guidance, and support in portfolio develop- 
ment. 

In many instances, the portfolio has become a high-stakes project — a 

~r document upon which grades are based. Tellez (1996) reminds us that 
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evaluation remains an issue separate from the development of a portfolio, 
and that although portfolios for the purpose of formal assessment have been 
widely accepted, most research supports the portfolio as a vehicle primarily 
for self-assessment. Portfolio conferences with an instructor, small group 
sharing with peers, self-assessment, and a rubric developed collaboratively 
with the students can make the evaluation process more understandable and 
consistent (McLaughlin & Vogt, 1996). 

Research in Action 

The remainder of this article will focus on a classroom research project 
implemented by the authors during the Summer and Fall of 1995 while teach- 
ing three separate classes, two graduate sections and one undergraduate 
section of Language Arts. The teacher research was designed to: (1) assess 
the background experiences of the students in the three courses with regard 
to portfolios; (2) assess participants’ reactions to portfolios as a form of as- 
sessment; and (3) explore students’ perceptions and feelings as they worked 
through the process of creating their own portfolios. The authors surveyed 
each of the classes at the beginning and end of the courses and gathered 
data from the students’ portfolios. The results of the initial survey suggested 
that the participants lacked background experiences with portfolios. As a 
result, the classroom researchers structured a “Project Portfolio.” In each of 
the courses, the portfolio was assessed as part of the course grade (40% of 
the final grade in the undergraduate class and 30% in both graduate classes). 

Thirty-six graduate students and 25 undergraduates participated in the 
study. All undergraduates were second semester sophomores or first semes- 
ter juniors, and were either elementary or early childhood majors. The graduate 
students were more diverse. The majority were working toward their read- 
ing specialist certification. Others were seeking a second certification in el- 
ementary education. Their prior certifications were in business, English, in- 
dustrial arts, physical education, and special education. Many were inservice 
teachers working on their master’s degrees. A few doctoral level elementary 
education students were also enrolled. 



The Initial Survey 

A survey distributed at the beginning of the course asked the partici- 
pants to respond to the following statements: (1) Describe your understand- 
ing of portfolios (definition, types, content of, uses, assessment, other), and 
(2) Describe your experiences, if any, with portfolios. Additionally, the gradu- 
ate classes were asked to complete the following sentence stem: I currently 
that portfolios . . . 
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Self-report findings at the undergraduate level indicated that although 
all students had heard of portfolios, most did not appear to have a clear or 
comprehensive understanding of the process or the product, the portfolio 
itself. Twenty-three of the 25 students (92%) defined portfolios as collections 
of student work, and all 25 (100%) indicated that they were used as a form 
of alternative assessment. Only 14 of the undergraduates (56%) described 
types of portfolios, and those were categorized according to subject area. 
Twelve students (48%) listed reading and writing portfolios. The remaining 
2 students explained that students could create portfolios in any subject area. 
Contents of portfolios, when described, included such items as reading lists, 
responses to literature, pieces of writing, and samples of other student work 
like tests and homework. Although the undergraduate participants all indi- 
cated that portfolios were a fonn of alternative assessment, they did not appear 
to have any clear concept of the assessment process. Eight students (32%) 
indicated that portfolios should be self-assessed or assessed collaboratively 
with the teacher; the others did not address that issue. One student wrote, “I 
know students are supposed to self-assess their portfolios with the help of 
the teacher, but I don’t know how it’s done. I guess I would ask the student 
questions about why he put certain pieces in the portfolio.” Another wrote, 
“Students and teachers should look at the portfolio together to see strengths 
and weaknesses.” 

Analysis of the data implied that these particular undergraduates had no 
prior experience with developing their own portfolios. As one student re- 
sponded, “We only talk about them, we don’t do them.” 

Initial survey results at the graduate level indicated that the majority of 
the 24 participants (66%) defined portfolios as a collection of student work, 
but only 10 (28%) described types of portfolios. Common responses included 
showcase, working, and assessment portfolios, as well as portfolio catego- 
ries by subject area, i.e. writing, art, math. Less than a third (11 students or 
30%) responded specifically to portfolio content. Those who did included 
such things as writing samples, art work, assessments/tests, video tapes, 
projects, student self-reflection and teacher observations, conference notes, 
and checklists. Although the graduate students alluded to the fact that port- 
folios are assessed by the teacher or in collaboration with the student, they, 
like the undergraduates, did not indicate how assessment would be accom- 
plished. Three participants wrote that portfolios were assessed with the use 
of a rubric or checklist, and one reported using a “quantity assessment — 8 
out of 10 required pieces earn[ed] an 80%. ” 

Graduate responses to the second question asked participants to describe 
their experiences, if any, with portfolios. Some interesting results were re- 
O 1 d- Ten (28%) of the graduate students indicated that they had some 
experience with portfolios. Another 10 (28%) stated that they had 
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heard about portfolios through coursework or other professional develop- 
ment, but had no actual hands-on experience with portfolios. Eleven stu- 
dents (30%) had no experience or background knowledge regarding portfo- 
lio development or assessment. Five (14%) students chose not to respond. 
An analysis of statements that completed the sentence stem (I currently feel 
that portfolios . . .) revealed 31 (86%) positive responses. 

The Project Portfolio Framework 

Guided by the results of the initial survey and Paulson, Paulson, and 
Meyer’s (1991) definition, the instructors designed the framework of a “Project 
Portfolio.” It was hoped that the Project Portfolio would support their stu- 
dents’ initial journeys into portfolio development, promote student learning, 
and provide a format that would allow comparisons among students. The 
Project Portfolio was designed with a narrow focus in order to facilitate a 
stu dent’s ability to demonstrate progress and effort within an average 13 week 
semester or within an abbreviated summer session. The framework was 
semistmctured to provide a scaffold for students, yet afford students the 
opportunity to select content. The Project Portfolio was divided into three 
parts: 

Building Your Knowledge — Students were first asked to choose a 
specific area of Language Arts instaiction to research. They were given 
a list of approximately 15 topics, but were not restricted to those choices. 
Examples of areas for student research included Readers’ Theatre, news- 
papers in the classroom, poetry, spelling, etc. The guidelines required 
students to complete a search on their selected topic, then to skim the 
material to locate a minimum of 5 or 6 pieces that they considered the 
most helpful. 

After students had read and reacted to the selected articles, they 
were required to write a personal belief statement regarding the topic. 
Students were encouraged to consider alternate forms of writing, such 
as poems, letters, diary entries, and editorials. 

Putting Your Knowledge to Work — The second part of the portfo- 
lio required the students to demonstrate expertise on their topics of 
choice by planning, implementing, and documenting an appropriate 
individual project. A variety of ideas were provided and the classes 
brainstormed additional possibilities. Examples included creating a 
teaching video, newsletter or booklet for parents or fellow educators, 
learning centers and other hands-on activities, presenting a poster ses- 
sion, or actually documenting work with a group of children. 

Reflection and Self-Assessment — The final part of the portfolio was 
evaluative in nature. Students were asked to reflect upon the actual 
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process of developing their portfolio in a short narrative. Additionally, 
the students were asked to write an assessment of their own portfolios 
using as a guide the rubric developed coliaboratively by the class and 
the instructor. 

Post Assessment Results 

All students completed a five question final survey (Figure 1) that incor- 
porated a Likert-like scale during the last week of class. The survey was 
designed to assess the smdents’ reactions to portfolio assessment. The as- 
sessment instrument was an abbreviated format of one originally used by 
Craig and Leavell (1994). 

As can be seen in Figure 1, the majority of undergraduate and graduate 
students indicated that they initially had positive reactions to the idea of 
portfolio assessment; however, more graduate students reported a neutral or 
“we’ll wait and see” reaction. An overwhelming majority of participants at 
both levels indicated positive feelings toward portfolio assessment at the end 
of the course, and reported that the portfolio provided a valuable contribu- 
tion toward their learning. The majority of participants indicated a belief that 
portfolio assessment would be valuable for them as teachers. Additionally, 
results at both levels indicated that the participants preferred a portfolio struc- 
ture with a combination of instructor requirements and student choice. 



Qualitative Results 

The students’ reflections in part 3 of the Project Portfolio were analyzed 
using Glaser and Strauss’s (1967) constant comparative method. Protocols 
were read numerous times to identify “chunks” of meaning with regard to 
participants’ perceptions of the portfolio process. These “chunks” of mean- 
ing were then identified and categorized. 

The analysis of the data suggested that the majority of participants per- 
ceived that they felt some level of confusion and anxiety as they began the 
process of developing the portfolios. One student wrote, “I really don’t know 
where to begin. This seems like an awful lot of work for 3 credits.” Another 
remembered thinking, “I just wish[ed] I really understood what you wanted 
us to do.” Other students seemed to take a more philosophical approach. A 
non-traditional undergraduate stated, “It’s obvious I have to start early and 
get organized. Actually this might be good for me.” 

At the conclusion of the process, however, all the students indicated that 
they felt positive about their portfolios and the portfolio process. Three themes 
emerged as students wrote about the process and the Project Portfolios. One 
^ framework of the Project Portfolio. Students reported that they liked 
row focus, as well as the fact that th^uicjqlines provided them with 
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Figure 1. Summary of Undergraduate and Graduate Responses 
to Portfolio Post Assessment 



Undergraduate N = 25 
Graduate N - 36 



My initial reaction to portfolio assessment was: 

Negative 

1 2 3 

Undergraduate 8% 20% 44% 

Graduate 3% 5% 39% 



Positive 
4 5 

28% 

28% 25% 



My current reaction to portfolio assessment is: 

Negative 
1 2 

Undergraduate 4% 

Graduate 3% 3% 



Positive 
3 4 5 

28% 68% 

5% 33% 35% 



How valuable was the portfolio assessment in contributing to your learning? 





Not Valuable 




Very 




At All 




Valuable 




1 2 


3 


4 5 


Undergraduate 


4% 


44% 


52% 


Graduate 




8% 


42% 44% 



How useful would portfolio assessment be for you as a teacher? 





Not Useful 




Very 




At All 




Useful 




1 2 


3 


4 5 


Undergraduate 




32% 


68% 


Graduate 


3% 


17% 


25% 56% 



Which would you prefer? Circle the number of your preference. 

Undergraduate 

1 . Instructor designated assignment 4% 

2. Portfolio assessment with student 12% 

selected assignments 

3. Portfolio assessment with student 84% 

and instructor selected assignments 

4. Other 



Graduate 

3% 

22% 

75% 



Note: Survey adapted from Craig & Leavell (1994). 
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support, yet permitted significant student choice and flexibility. One gradu- 
ate student wrote: 

I liked the portfolio assessment, but need the structure of instructor- 
selected or suggested assignments] . It is fair to have both select the 
assignment. Guidelines are useful, but student choice is meaningful. I 
need some guidelines, but it is nice to have flexibility. 

The second theme that emerged referred specifically to the assessment 
aspect. Students reported increased knowledge about rubric development 
and liked the fact that they had considerable input into the design of the 
assessment rubric. The following comment summarizes the feelings of both 
the graduate and undergraduate students. “I learned about the difficulty in 
assessing portfolios. Learning to do a rubric was really helpful. I liked the 
fact that WE constructed the rubric.” Students also noted that the portfolio 
“really showed what they knew” about their topic of choice. 

Finally, many students made comments regarding the learning that they 
attributed to the portfolio. A few of the more concise statements are reported 
below: 

“I learned so much about my topic, more than I would have in a paper 
or class presentation.” (undergraduate) 

“It (the Project Portfolio) helped organize my work and learning. I also 
learned how portfolio assessment can be used. It gave me an overall 
view of what I did for the course ... As a teacher, it is important to 
actually go through the process. I will better understand what my stu- 
dents go through.” (graduate) 

“I’m really into this! Portfolio is finished, but I’m still reading articles.” 
(undergraduate) 

“The most important part was the application. It forced us to move 
from theory to real classroom teaching. I really learned a lot.” (under- 
graduate) 

“I like the concept of portfolio assessment and have a better under- 
standing because I went through the process. It was a lot of work, but 
I am pleased with the final product.” (graduate) 



Highlights of the Project Portfolios 

The projects designed by the graduate and undergraduate students to 
demonstrate their expertise were innovative and interesting. In many instances, 
the projects demanded more student time and effort than instructor-created 
Qf nents would have required. For example, two undergraduate women, 
^searching storytelling, volunteered as storytellers for the local PTO. 
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They provided an hour-long storytelling program for the children while 
parents were engaged in the PTO meeting. Portfolio documentation included 
a copy of their storytelling program, a letter from the PTO president thank- 
ing them for their time and expertise, and photographs spotlighting both the 
storytellers and the obvious delight and engagement of their audience. A 
third undergraduate student worked as an instructor in an after school pro- 
gram. She documented her work with a multiage group of children as they 
developed their own newspaper. Two other undergraduates volunteered part- 
time in a local daycare. One documented the planning and implementation 
of a series of learning centers that focused on developing listening skills, 
while the other worked with one five year old and documented his literacy 
progress as it emerged over a 12 week period. 

In the graduate courses, there also were diverse projects. For example, 
a museum educator created a newsletter for parents which included a calen- 
dar entitled “Thirty-One Ideas for Summer Fun.” The calendar, developed 
for fifth graders, provided activities that focused on reading, wilting, and 
thinking. A math educator designed and developed a computer software 
program on emergent literacy, while a substitute elementary teacher devel- 
oped a series of large posters depicting the stages in the writing process. 
Another graduate student created a poster session on Readers’ Theatre. 



Limitations 

A limitation in any classroom research project is researcher bias since 
the researcher is also the classroom instructor. This study, however, involved 
two researchers teaching three separate courses. This provided for a variety 
of data sources while researcher collaboration helped control for bias. Sec- 
ondly, although the surveys and actual portfolios provided the data, the in- 
formation was self-reported. Thus, the validity is dependent upon the accu- 
racy with which the information was reported by the participants. It should 
be noted that the Project Portfolios were assessed as a part of final course 
grades. Even though students remained anonymous during data collection, 
the evaluation may have affected participant responses. Finally, as with any 
classroom research, the results are not generalizable to the larger popula- 
tion. 



Summary and Reflections 

At the beginning of the project, the graduate and undergraduate students 
in this study did not have a comprehensive understanding of portfolios and 
the purposes for which they can be designed. Additionally, they had limited 
Q to actual experience with developing or assessing portfolios. The results 
1 IC^is classroom research suggest that instructors should consider their stu- 
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dents’ backgrounds and allot time to build a knowledge base on all aspects 
of portfolios and portfolio assessment. 

Many of the students reported feelings of confusion at the beginning of 
the portfolio process. These same feelings were reported by students in other 
studies (McLaughlin & Vogt, 1996; Oropallo & Gomez, 1996). This disequi- 
librium may have been due to a lack of background and/or the difficulty 
some students experienced in selecting and/or narrowing their focus. How- 
ever, once the students were immersed in the process and were provided 
with appropriate feedback from instructors and peers, they appeared to feel 
more confident and comfortable with their personal decisions. 

The Project Portfolio had a narrow focus (one or two specific topics) 
which seemed well-suited to the limitation of time in the college classroom. 
The project did enable the students to investigate the topic(s) in depth and 
to demonstrate their knowledge in ways they found meaningful. 

At the conclusion of the portfolio experience, students overwhelmingly 
agreed that portfolio assessment was a valuable tool for their own learning 
and reported that they would consider portfolios as an alternative form of 
assessment in their own classrooms either now or in the future. Participants 
also preferred a portfolio structure that provided guidance and support, but 
permitted student choice. The researchers hypothesize that the flexible staic- 
ture of the Project Portfolio provided a scaffold for beginners in the portfolio 
process while at the same time giving them control over the product. 

The researchers have learned much about utilizing Project Portfolios, 
and they continue to change and adjust the portfolio and the portfolio pro- 
cess to meet the changing needs of their students. For example, more time 
has been scheduled for individual and small group conferencing with peers 
and for conferencing with an instructor to plan and organize the portfolio 
project. More time has also been set aside for students to dialogue and share 
their research and to solve other problems related to the portfolio. 

At the undergraduate level, the Project Portfolio has been extended to 
include several small, formal papers. Students now engage in process writ- 
ing and peer editing as they summarize and react to four of the articles. 

The assessment rubric, because it is negotiated with each individual class, 
has also continued to evolve. Both instructors plan to continue to use Project 
Portfolios in their Language Arts courses and will continue to refine the pro- 
cess. 
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Abstract 

This study proinded a context to allow opportunity for a change in attitutde 
related to the value and relevance of a content area literacy course for 
preservice teachers. The method described was implemented during a 1 5-week 
period. Changes in student attitudes and conceptualizations were documented 
through questionnaires, videotaped discussion sessions, and various artifacts. 
The students demonstrated a more positive attitude toward literacy and its 
application to diverse fields of study as a result of the intervention. 



Introduction 

It is well documented that pre-service teachers bring with them a whole 
host of attitudes and positions which make them resistant to content area 
literacy courses (Holt-Reynolds, 1992; O’Brien, Stewart, & Moje, 1995). O’Brien 
and Stewart 0992) studied pre-service teachers and found that the prevalent 
attitudes were dissent, dismissal, and skepticism. Other studies (Holt-Reynolds, 
1992; Ratekin, Simpson, Alvermann, & Dishner, 1985; Sturtevant, 1993) found 
that practicing teachers don’t assume responsibility for literacy instruction in 
content areas. 

Instructors who teach content area literacy courses face considerable chal- 
lenges because of the resistance of pre-service teachers. Despite this, very 
little research has been done to see how to address this resistance. In light of 
the central role that literacy plays in the success of the pedagogical strategy 
as a whole, it is essential to eradicate the prejudice against content literacy 
courses in as many students as possible. This study documents methods that 
have been successful in revising many pre-service teachers’ attitudes toward 
content area literacy. If these methods are more widely implemented, edu- 
cators have the chance to change the content area literacy portion of the 
certification program from an unenlightening hurdle to a useful tool. 
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Some of the resistance may be due to misconceptions about the nature 
of content area literacy courses. For example, Rafferty (1990) found that a 
large number of pre-service teachers believed that content area reading courses 
were aimed at improving their reading skills, while others resented being 
asked to serve as reading specialists. These kinds of misconceptions can be 
quickly dispelled. Other complaints about content area literacy instruction 
and courses, however, are more substantial. 

Part of the resistance to content area literacy instaiction may be related 
to preservice teachers’ views of content literacy. O’Brien, Stewart, and Moje 
(1995) suggest that when content literacy strategies are viewed as supporting 
traditional educational purposes, such as helping students extract information 
from text and study for tests, the strategies represent little that is new for 
teachers. Although teachers might see the potential value of the strategies, they 
may not see that the strategies facilitated their content area’s educational goals. 
In fact, teachers sometimes view these strategies as time consuming and in- 
appropriate (O’Brien & Stewart, 1992; Stewart, 1990; Vacca & Vacca, 1993). 

On the other hand, O’Brien, Stewart and Moje (1995) claim that when 
content literacy is conceptualized as socially constaicted knowledge, it can 
be considered radical pedagogy that challenges die prevailing notions of teach- 
ing. For example, use of the Know- Wonder-Learned (KWL) strategy (Ogle, 1986), 
requires diat students take control of dieir learning to some extent because they 
are asked what they want to learn. When KWL is combined widi a method like 
cooperative learning, students are given even more control. This kind of stu- 
dent control is antithetical to the traditional culture that relies on teacher 
control, which is the only mode in common use in secondary schools (Cu- 
ban, 1984; Goodlad, 1984; McNeil, 1988). School authorities including teachers 
may not want to give up their control (Sizer, 1985) and often students may not 
want to take control (Myers, 1992). O’Brien et al. (1995) also state that: “Content 
literacy education seems to be caught in a controversy: by tapping into tra- 
ditional notions of teaching, the infusion of literacy seems irrelevant to teachers, 
while strategies based on a socio-constructivist view of learning offer a too- 
difficult challenge in the seemingly immutable world of high schools (Boyer, 
1983; Cuban, 1986).” 

Another factor that affects resistance to content area literacy courses is 
teacher theories. Harste and Burke (1977) found that, despite statements to 
the contrary, teachers have definite theoretical views on reading instruction, 
which they define in tenns of belief systems or philosophical principles. Belief 
systems are complex, multifaceted systems of individual beliefs which con- 
stitute a major component of teacher theories (Richardson, Anders, Tidwell, 
& Lloyd, 1991) and have several features (Nespor, 1987). Belief systems con- 
abstract feelings and ambiguous attributes, such as ability, into distinct, 
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well-specified entities. Belief systems also provide alternativity, in which an 
individual visualizes an ideal which is significantly different from the exist- 
ing reality. Because of their personal nature, the components of belief sys- 
tems are open to debate and controversy (non-consensuality), while an event 
can be relevant or irrelevant to different people based on their own subjec- 
tive interpretations (unboundedness). Beliefs carry heavy affective and evalu- 
ative loading based on feelings and personal preference. 

Beliefs are also organized in networks of episodes based on personal 
experiences. For teachers, Nespor (1987) contends these episodes are re- 
flections of their experiences when they were students, especially those of 
particularly significant events. These beliefs are formed early and tend to be 
difficult to change. In many cases teachers’ belief systems guide them to 
oppose content area literacy instruction (Pajares, 1992). 

Belief systems, however, are not the only component of teacher theo- 
ries. Roehler, Duffy, Herrmann, Conley, and Johnson (1988) assert that it is 
what the teacher knows and how that knowledge is organized that mediates 
teacher theories and subsequent actions. This could be declarative knowl- 
edge about what needs to be taught, procedural knowledge about how to 
teach, or conditional knowledge about how to act in specific situations. Kinzer 
(1989) refers to this type of knowledge as mental models. These mental models 
often have a knowledge base that limits teachers’ options and increases their 
opposition to content area literacy. Thus teacher theories, reflected in belief 
systems and mental models, have an impact on teachers’ willingness to ac- 
cept content area literacy as an important issue. 

In order to encourage teachers to adopt content area literacy instruction 
in their respective fields, a course was designed which recognizes that teaching 
is a social enterprise embedded in the culture of schools and develops a 
critical awareness of teacher theories reflected in beliefs and mental models. 
The course was designed to enhance pre-service teachers’ ability to reflect 
on the complexities of school contexts, weigh the personal benefits and risks 
involved in using content literacy strategies, and increase their empower- 
ment. The purpose of this study was to investigate whether this course would 
reduce pre-service teachers’ resistance to content area literacy instruction. 
More specifically, the impact of the course was evaluated through the fol- 
lowing questions (adapted from Craig & Leavell, 1995): 

1. Did pre-service teachers’ perceptions of literacy instruction change? 
If so how? 

2. What were pre-service teachers’ reactions to specific components 
of the course? 

3. Did pre -service teachers feel that the insight gained in the course 
was useful in providing future practical classroom applications? 
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Method 

Participants 

The participants were 24 students enrolled in a required content literacy 
course for fine arts, vocational education, health education, music, business, 
physical education, mathematics, and foreign languages majors. All students 
were seeking initial certification, with only two students having had limited 
teaching experience. 

Data Collection and Analysis 

This study utilized multiple data sources. Summary impressions were 
written at die end of each session, ten of which were videotaped. An open- 
ended questionnaire was given at the end of the course (see Appendix). The 
questionnaire was not administered at the beginning of the course because 
of the concern that calling attention to die relevant issues could bias the par- 
ticipants. Instead, initial resistance to the course was assessed by infonnal 
discussions which were documented on videotape or by summary impres- 
sions. 

The questionnaires were not anonymous. This was necessary because, 
in addition to serving as evaluation forms, the questionnaires were used to 
assess students’ ability to critically reflect upon what diey learned in die course. 
In order to rule out a possible bias, odier anonymous course evaluation forms 
were used for comparison. The anonymous evaluation forms addressed the 
quality of the course and instruction, but diey did not direcdy address change 
in resistance to the course. 

The data from die videotapes and the questionnaires were analyzed by 
two raters. They were coded and compared to artifacts, such as reflective 
writing, journals, tests, syllabus, and projects resulting from classroom in- 
structional simulations. 

Procedure 

The 15 week course was divided into three sections. The first five weeks 
were devoted to literacy dieories, the next seven weeks to literacy practices, 
and die last diree weeks to applications. During the literacy practice and 
application sections, die dieories were revisited. Each section addressed die 
interaction between the social nature of the teaching of literacy and teacher 
theories as well as die development of die reflective abilities of pre-service 
teachers. However, the emphasis on each of diese aspects was somewhat 
different in each section. 

Drawing on a model developed by Mosendial (1984), a framework diat 
categorized literacy instruction into three broad perspectives was presented. 
O i perspective presupposes a different socio-political purpose; dierefore 
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each has a different emphasis on means-and-ends relationships. The differ- 
ent perspectives are mutually exclusive, although researchers and practitio- 
ners are aware that they are incomplete. 

First the traditional perspective was introduced. The purpose of the tra- 
ditional perspective is to pass on the values and knowledge that an author- 
ity deems important. Reading is viewed as a set of skills to be mastered by the 
end of elementary grades; hence literacy has no place in content area teach- 
ing. This perspective was modeled in die transmission model of teaching by de- 
livering a lecture and requiring students to give quick factual answers. Discus- 
sions were discouraged and only teacher-student interactions were allowed. 
Excerpts from die movie The Paper Chase, which portrays a traditional teacher, 
were shown. The movie excerpts and the instructional modeling were then 
discussed in terms of effects on the education of children. 

Next die participants were introduced to die student-centered perspec- 
tive. The goal of die student-centered perspective is to nourish an individual’s 
self worth, autonomy, and growth. It was explained that it is the transaction 
model which best promotes this purpose. According to die student-centered 
perspective, literacy can be integrated into all areas of learning. The student- 
centered perspective was introduced to the students by presenting excerpts 
from the movie Dead Poets’ Society, which portrays a student-centered teacher, 
and followed by collaborative learning activities. The participants compared 
the teacher in Dead Poets’ Society to the teacher in The Paper Chase. The 
relationship between school cultures and teacher perspectives was addressed. 
Student-to-student interactions were strongly encouraged and the lesson was 
guided by a series of open-ended questions. An analysis followed, and die 
student-centered theories were presented in the form of a mini-lecture. Fi- 
nally the social implications of a student-centered education were discussed. 

The emancipatory perspective was introduced next. Its goal is to change 
social inequities by empowering learners dirough knowledge. Through dis- 
cussions, inquiry, and lecture, the students were informed that the transfor- 
mative model promotes this goal by relying on die assumption that learning 
should be recognized as a socio-cultural enterprise. According to the 
emancipatory perspective, language and literacy are embedded in power 
relations. The emancipatory perspective was addressed by discussing the 
moral responsibility a society has to ensure equal access to the best educa- 
tion possible for all students (Goodlad, 1994). The issue of active interven- 
tion in school policy and curriculum was discussed in the context of the 
possibilities open to new teachers. 

In order to enhance pre-service teachers’ reflective skills, an additional 
theoretical framework based on die Theory of Literacy Complexity (Maimon, 
loos') was introduced. The Theory of Literacy Complexity argues diat the ele- 
** > of die diree perspectives described above can be integrated in comple- 
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mentary terms rather than exclusionary ones without undermining desirable 
social goals and purposes. It suggests that content area literacy instaiction 
should be viewed as a complex system which has several characteristics that 
make it distinct from simple systems. The Theory of Literacy Complexity argues 
that different literacy contexts, meaning sources, and meaning processes 
interact in many ways, allowing the emergent self-organization that is respon- 
sible for literacy learning. The framework based on the Theory of Literacy 
Complexity allowed pre-service teachers to integrate different aspects of the 
perspectives discussed above. 

The pre-service teachers watched excerpts from the movie The Marva 
Collins Story. They then discussed and analyzed it, both orally and in writ- 
ing, in terms of the Theory of Literacy Complexity. Marva Collins’ teaching 
method illustrates die Theory of Literacy Complexity because she expresses 
beliefs in the socio-political purposes of education of all three perspectives. 
For example, she uses fables as sources to pass on values die audiority deems 
important. She also considers as absolutely necessary the student-centered 
goals of developing self worth, autonomy, and growth, as well as the 
emancipatory goal of empowering students dirough knowledge. 

Collins’ pedagogy combines elements from all three perspectives. She 
relies on traditional elements such as phonics, drill, and recitation along widi 
student-centered constant praise and development of individual strengdis 
and interests. She encourages critical thinking and taking action to improve 
the students’ lives outside the school, which are characteristics of the 
emancipatory perspective. The curriculum also combines the different per- 
spectives. Collins uses both classics and contemporary books which have 
relevance to the students’ personal lives. She utilizes standardized tests as 
“survival” skills to prove that her students are learning, but she also uses 
authentic assessment, which challenges students’ ability to transfer knowl- 
edge to new social situations. 

Each of die curricular elements, mediods, and types of assessment Collins 
employs can be explained in terms of the three perspectives. All of these 
elements, however, become agents in a larger, complex system where diey 
interact and respond to many sources of feedback. The rich interaction be- 
tween the different elements leads to literacy acquisition. 

In order to evaluate pre-service teachers’ knowledge of the theories and 
their applications in schools, they observed a lesson and gadiered as much 
information as possible about students, teaching methods, assessment medi- 
ods, teacher, and school. Next they analyzed the data in dieoretical terms. In 
order to provide the larger picture of learning, the data from the individual 
observations were then summarized and analyzed collectively in terms of 
S' three perspectives. The strengdis and weaknesses of the different types 

LStaiction and their * olitical consequences were addressed. 





Lia Maimon 273 



Next the course was divided into two components that were addressed 
concomitantly. One component was geared toward using literacy strategies 
that could be integrated into the different content areas, while the other 
component was geared toward broadening pre-service teachers’ involvement 
with self-directed reading for personal purposes. 

To address the first component, selected literacy-enhancing strategies 
were introduced. Pre-reading strategies included Prereading Plan (PreP) and 
Anticipation Guide. During-reading strategies included semantic mapping; 
Question, Answer, Response (QAR); and KWL. Next vocabulary strategies 
such as Contextual Redefinition, Preview in Context, Concept of Definition, 
and Etymology, were introduced to enhance concept development. Both vo- 
cabulary and comprehension strategies were connected to relevant theories 
and practiced by means of various simulations, role playing, workshop ac- 
tivities, and whole group and small group discussions. The pre-service teachers 
were also asked to adjust these various strategies to their own content areas. 
Pre-service teachers were frequently given three minutes at the end of a les- 
son to summarize what they learned and ask questions about the lesson. 
Those questions served often as introductions to the following lesson. Both 
naturalistic and objective forms of assessment were addressed by analyzing 
and critiquing actual forms of assessment as well as their social implications 
and consequences. The nature of standardized tests was further explored by 
requiring the students to design and take an objective test based on the course 
content, and then to critique the test. 

The second component of the course consisted of “book searches”. The 
pre-service teachers selected books that were of interest to them, brought them 
to class, circulated them, shared their opinions, and exchanged ideas. A bib- 
liography was created and distributed for further use at the end of the semester. 

The last three class sessions were devoted to application in the form of 
micro-teaching projects, in which students taught a lesson in their respective 
fields and reflected on it afterwards. The other members of the class critiqued 
the lessons, which were videotaped. 



Results 

The results of the data analysis are reported following the initial research 
questions. 

Question 1: Did Pre-Service Teachers' Perceptions of 
Literacy Instruction Change? If So How? 



The students’ perceptions of literacy instruction, generally and in the 
content areas, changed dramatically during the course. Some students also 
' :>ned that their own attitudes about reading changed. One pre-service 
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through bringing in the books each week I saw how much I really do read.” 
Another expressed a changed attitude about her future students’ reading habits: 
Although I love reading, I know that a lot of people do not. This course 
has provided me with strategies that will encourage reading. Making 
reading the text interesting and therefore more apt to be remembered 
by the students is a challenge to any teacher. If I can help anyone have 
a positive attitude to learning and to reading, I will consider myself 
successful. 

Another student mentioned the importance of an expanded conceptualization 
of reading: 

I guess my thoughts about reading have changed significantly over the 
semester. I now realize that reading also involves the students’ back- 
ground knowledge, interests and emotions. I see now how, as teachers, we 
have to remember that we teach more than reading, we teach students 
reading. Also, reading incorporates more than just reading in the sense of 
reading an English novel. Instructions to math exercises, PE vocabulary lists 
and hotel advertisements all constitute reading, and there are reading strat- 
egies which a teacher can use to enhance students’ understanding of them. 

The reason for a changed attitude about literacy and literacy instruction 
in several instances was related to the fact that students realized that teach- 
ing reading is a complex issue which involves multiple contexts, as the fol- 
lowing quote expresses: 

I have learned so much about what it takes to read and comprehend. 
I see how everything comes together: the teacher, the materials, the 
texts, the students and the environment. I have a greater love for read- 
ing and plan on making more time to read more materials. I had al- 
ways heard that if you were a good reader and read many materials, 
you would be knowledgeable and smart. This class has proven this 
statement to me. 

One student said, “The class raised a lot of new thoughts and ideas, and it 
encouraged choice.” Another student agreed: “Instead of you giving us the 
best way of teaching you let us figure out which way is best for us,” 

Students’ perceptions of content area literacy instruction also changed 
during the course. Most students initially felt that the course was irrelevant 
to their majors. The following is an example of such an opinion: 

When I first registered for this course, I thought very little — if anything — 
about reading and reading instruction. The course just represented 
another hurdle for me to jump over for my certification. If someone 
had asked me what reading and reading instruction is all about, my 
first reaction probably would have been to say: “reading is how the 
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brain deciphers written words and reading instruction is how we teach 
the brain to do so.” I would have said that because the title of this course, 
“Reading: Theory and Process,” made me expect that the scientific 
aspects of reading would be discussed in this class. Also, when I first 
registered, I thought that reading and reading instruction were straight 
forward and play only minor roles in the foreign language classroom, 
especially on the lower levels. Finally, on the first day, I felt sorry for 
all of the PE majors who had to take this course. What does reading 
and reading instruction have to do with their field anyway? 

At the end of the course, all but one of the students saw the relevance 
of the course to their content area. For example, one student wrote: “Now 
that the class is over I feel that I learned a lot of useful tips that I will not only 
use in a health class but that I will also use in a physical education class.” 

Students also mentioned that the course broadened their perspectives 
about teaching and showed them how to integrate literacy into their respec- 
tive content areas. This is from a prospective art teacher: 

I have learned how to incorporate reading into an art lesson and hope- 
fully promote interest not only in a specific art work, but in an artist, 
his or her life, the concerns of the artist, the techniques used to create 
the art work, the society in which the art work was produced and the 
historical context of the art work. Through reading, we learn about 
our world, past and future. 

A future math teacher echoed the same sentiments: “I have realized the 
importance of literacy instruction in mathematics. I also see the importance 
of students reading effectively so they can take charge of their own learning. 
I have gained a repertoire of strategies to accomplish these things.” 

In general, students reported that the course promoted their learning. 
For example one person wrote, “The course to my surprise did have a great 
deal of useful and interesting theoretical information and techniques. Very 
little of it was rehash of my prior knowledge that I could bring to the course, 
and I was pleasantly surprised by the text which I very reluctantly bought 
and am now ready to use in the future.” 

Question 2: What Were Pre-Service Teachers* Reactions to 
Specific Components of the Course? 

All students expressed the opinion that more than one aspect of the course 
contributed to their changed perceptions of literary instruction. One wrote, 
“I feel that all the aspects that we covered this semester were responsible for 
my new insights and ideas.” A majority of students mentioned knowledge of 
the different teaching perspectives as being instrumental in the change pro- 
n i /^"For example one of them wrote: “I also learned that effective teaching 
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integrates all the three perspectives in a naairal way that empowers students 
through learning while empowering the teachers with a naairal, effective 
approach to teaching.” The saidents reported that the films provided good 
examples of the theoretical methods, and the in-class activities helped them 
apply these ideas. One saident wrote: 

I obtained a significant learning experience from this course. The topic 
which will stick in my head forever is die comparing and contrasting 
of the three types of teachers: traditional, student-centered, and 
emancipatory. The charts which we set up in class showing the differ- 
ent goals, contexts, processes, etc., as well as the handouts were very 
helpful. In addition the movies which we saw (The Paper Chase, Dead 
Poets’ Society and The Marva Collins Story) really transposed this idea 
from written concepts to real life. When I observed my high school 
math class I really felt knowledgeable and confident about evaluating 
the strengths and weaknesses of the teacher and his lesson. 

Several students mentioned the group activities as being instrumental in 
changing their opinion. As one of them reported: “I felt that our group ac- 
tivities were most productive. Having my peers share their experiences was 
equivalent of having twenty-four other professors’ opposing views, individual 
statements and constructive criticism allowed me to grow.” Several students 
said die class atmosphere was instrumental in changing dieir prejudice against 
literacy instruction: “Another reason the class was successful was the fact 
that we, as students, felt very comfortable talking and discussing various topics 
and you as a teacher really tried to promote this type of learning environ- 
ment. I really learned in this class simply by being there.” Others mentioned 
the importance of modelling student-centered activities. In his journal, one 
student wrote, “The small group and workshop activities were worthwhile 
and instructive. In my own experience as a student, I have done little group 
work. I would like to use group work when I teach.” One of the two stu- 
dents who expressed negative feelings about these sorts of activities wrote, 
“I found it difficult to always participate in class and my interest level was 
not fully stimulated.” 

The assignments also had an impact on reducing the saidents’ resistance 
to literacy instruction. By having to design and take a test themselves, the 
students’ perceptions about assessment became more elaborate. Comment- 
ing on the test, one of them said: 

The student-designed test was a terrific assignment because it forced 
the student to apply the knowledge in two formats that typically be- 
come part of the teacher’s arsenal of evaluation: the multiple choice 
test and the true false test. Because we are responsible for creating fair 
O and accurate questions, we were required to comprehend the infor- 
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mation being tested. It also forced us to be aware of the limitations 
that these tests place upon students by not allowing any elaboration 
that would indicate that higher learning has occurred. 

One of two students who disliked this assignment wrote: “I understand the 
reasoning behind making us design a standardized test. . . . However, I feel 
that most of us have experienced their unfairness and limitedness in our own 
education.” 

Other students commented on the micro-teaching assignment. “The 
micro- teaching was good because it gave us a chance to use the new strat- 
egies learned in class to integrate into our discipline,” wrote one student. 
Others expressed similar ideas orally. All but two students acknowledged 
the book search assignments as pivotal to changing their attitudes toward 
literacy instruction. This is best expressed by one student who wrote, “One 
of the greatest assignments was our book searches. Every week after listen- 
ing to what my classmates said about different books, I found myself bor- 
rowing, buying, and using the texts they presented. This was productive and 
useful.” Videotaping was also cited by the students: “The use of the video 
during our book discussions was helpful in keeping the group on task. At 
first, I felt self-conscious, but after a while, I forgot about it, and it did not 
bother me.” Journal writing received mixed reviews. Some appreciated it 
because it allowed reflection, while others thought it was too much work. 

The assignments complemented the rest of the course and did not re- 
peat other course material. Several students responded positively: “I actually 
learned while doing the assignments that is, in many classes the assignments 
are given just to test what you already learned. In this class the assignments 
made me apply and expand upon what I already knew when I began them. 
I gained new knowledge during the entire process of completing the assign- 
ment.” 



Question #3: Did Pre-Service Teachers Feel That the Insight 
Gained in the Course was Useful in Providing 
Future Practical Classroom Applications ? 

All but one student indicated that the course would help them in the 
future. One student said that he had already implemented a strategy in his 
teaching assignment for another class. The students said that the course sup- 
plied them with specific strategies which they would use in the future. For 
example, one prospective teacher wrote, “I believe that reading instruction can be 
a part of physical education. I could easily incorporate vocabulary and concept 
comprehension into my lessons. Reading is an important component, which 
is often overlooked, but which makes physical education a more well-rounded 
~ ^ : “7t.” Many students mentioned that they would integrate certain ap- 
les which were modeled. 
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The students became aware of their own teaching styles. For some, the 
course also provided a better knowledge of their own strengths and weak- 
nesses. One student expressed the following: “This is important because not 
every student is motivated or learns the same way. This class and the ap- 
proaches discussed gave me more options.” 

Other students found the theoretical aspects of the course most relevant 
to their future careers. For example, one student indicated: 

The theory section of the course was important because it let out in a 
systematic way the types of philosophies to education that exist. It is 
important to develop an approach or philosophy to education before 
entering the classroom and modify thereafter. This clarity helped me 
make some decisions about my own understanding of education. Just 
as importantly, the theory unit also prepared me for the situation in 
which my approach does not match with the school I work in. I will 
definitely use this knowledge. 

Conclusions 

The analysis of the data reveals that the students’ conceptualizations of 
literacy and teacher theories changed during the course. The prospective 
teachers gained insight into the complexities of real learning contexts, which 
broadened their conceptualization of literacy in general and teaching in their 
content areas in particular. This was possible because the course did not follow 
the infusion model of teacher preparation in which schools are viewed as 
neutral settings and teachers are viewed as strategy technicians who imple- 
ment the advice of literacy educators (O’Brien, Stewart, & Moje, 1995). In- 
stead the course addressed the complexities of schooling and encouraged 
pre-service teachers to consider how these factors relate to them. 

The data also suggest that the participants were able to change their 
teacher theories. According to Janasek (as cited in Clark & Peterson, 1986), 
teacher theories combine “beliefs, intentions, interpretations and behavior 
that interact continually and are modified by social interaction” (p. 287). The 
dynamic that was created was especially conducive to changing the students’ 
belief systems. The data suggest that the different aspects of students’ belief 
systems, such as feelings, alternativity, affective loading, and personal expe- 
riences, were affected by the course. Moreover the knowledge the students 
gained allowed them to alter their mental models because the course broad- 
ened their perspectives with regard to declarative, procedural, and condi- 
tional knowledge. Finally the course allowed the students to think critically 
about the benefits and risks involved in using content area literacy strate- 
gies. 

In interpreting the results one must be cautious, however, because these 
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pre-service teachers have yet to teach their own classes. Though they indi- 
cated that they would use the knowledge they gained in the course this re- 
mains to be seen. The actual effect of the course on real teaching situations 
has not been demonstrated; it can only be predicted. 

Previously it has been documented that the resistance of pre-service 
teachers to literacy instruction is hard to change (Holt-Reynolds, 1992; 
Sturtevant, 1993; Wilson, Konopak, & Readance, 1992). This study supports 
the idea that such a change is possible despite the difficulties (Deegan, 1994). 
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Appendix 

This questionnaire is designed to obtain feedback about the course. I 
need it to reflect upon the course and refine it. In answering the questions 
please be as specific and detailed as possible. Use a new page for each an- 
swer. 

1. Complete the following: When I first registered for the course, I thought 
that reading and reading instruction . . . 

2. Explain how the course did or didn’t contribute to your learning and ex- 
plain why. In your answer you may consider the following: 

a. Activities: formal presentations (more or less), movies, whole class dis- 
cussion, case study, observations from the field, simulations, small group 
activities, video taping, scripts and role playing, discussions about ar- 
ticles, workshop activities, etc. 

b. Assignments: observation, student-designed test, projects, reflective writ- 
ing. 

c. Processes: considering new ideas, raising questions, being reflective, 
using ideas creatively, contributing to class discussions, maintaining high 
levels of achievement, considering diverse viewpoints, providing pro- 
visions for individual interests, stimulating interest, providing meaningful 
learning experiences, creating a constructive climate for learning. 

d. Content: understanding different educational contexts, understanding 
the relationship between reading and your content area, relating theo- 
ries to practice, using strategies in your field. 

3- Now that the course is over have your thoughts and attitudes about read- 
ing and reading instruction changed? If so, what factors and processes 
were involved? 

4. Explain how and why you might or might not use what you learned in 
the future. 
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The Unheard Voices of Students 
in School Reforms 

A Collaborative Study with Content 
Reading Preservice Teachers 



Abstract 

This collaborative study with middle and secondary preservice teachers 
enrolled in a reading methods course examined student perceptions of good 
teachers and characteristics of favorite teachers . It also examined issues in- 
volving homework, making a class interesting, tests, and classroom rules . 
Results showed that students like teachers who have a sense of humor, respect 
them, listen to them, are fair and flexible, make learningfun, and make sure 
everyone learns . Students prefer homework that is meaningful, not just busy 
work and would like teachers to understand that they often feel burdened 
with homework. In addition, students say they learn best through whole group 
and small group discussions, prefer multiple choice tests, and want to be in- 
volved in making classroom rules. As a result of this study, preservice teach- 
ers developed deeper understandings of their students and student percep- 
tions. In return, students were pleased that teachers cared enough to listen. 



R ecently there has been renewed interest in school reform, particularly at 
the middle and secondary school levels. Unfortunately, it appears that 
students whose education and lives are most affected by these reforms are 
being excluded from this dialogue. Middle and secondary school students 
typically are given fewer opportunities for decision making, have fewer 
personal and positive relationships with teachers, and are subjected to greater 
teacher control than elementary students (Eccies & Midgley, 1989). This con- 
flict comes at a time when developmentally these students have an emerg- 
need for self-expression, identity, and autonomy (Schlosser, 1992). When 
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setting policy, whether at the school level or in the classroom, educators need 
to understand that procedures are often perceived dissimilarly by different 
groups of students and frequently affect diverse groups of students in ways 
which are not always positive (Wehlage & Rutter, 1996). 

Convincing secondary preservice teachers that listening to the voices of 
students is both worthwhile and empowering (Lincoln, 1995) is often a dif- 
ficult task, because they have not typically experienced it in their own edu- 
cation (Schlosser, 1992). In fact, several researchers have found that preservice 
teachers have a tendency to want to be overly controlling of their students 
(Goodman, 1985; Tabachnick & Zeichner, 1984; Zeichner & Gore, 1990). This 
tendency can lead to decreased motivation on the part of students and can 
contribute to increased behavior problems (Combs, 1979; Glasser, 1997). In 
fact, Deci and Ryan (1985) believe that being in control of one’s fate is a 
contributing factor in all motivated behavior and is a central force for intrin- 
sically motivated behavior. This is consistent with the findings of Damico 
and Roth (1993), who reported after interviewing 178 secondary students 
that many school practices, intentionally or unintentionally, hinder students’ 
progress toward graduation. Chief among those practices was the over moni- 
toring of students. Oldfather and McLaughlin (1993) suggest that in order to 
be motivated, students need to be given opportunities to “find their passions, 
discover what they care about, create their own learning agendas, and most 
importantly, experience meaningful connections between who they are and 
what they do in school” (p. 3). 

When student voices are heard, their perspectives on school and learn- 
ing are remarkably similar to those of teachers (Phelan, Davidson, and Cao, 
1992). Teachers want respect. They want to work with students who are 
enthusiastic, have a sense of humor, are open to learning new things, enjoy 
their subject-area content, and are considerate of others. Students indicate 
that their wants and desires from teachers and schools are identical. 

In order to help preservice teachers enrolled in Reading in the Content 
Areas begin to listen to and value the voices of their middle and secondary 
school students, the author decided to take Lincoln’s (1995) advice and in- 
clude them in a research project. For this purpose, an open-ended question- 
naire was designed in class, and later refined and administered to their stu- 
dents. Preservice teachers were involved in all phases of the study, includ- 
ing design of the questionnaire, collection of student responses, and analy- 
sis of the data. 

The purpose of the study was to examine middle and high school stu- 
dents’ perceptions of characteristics of good teachers, good teaching, and 
classroom practices. The hypothesis was that there is much to be learned by 
listening to students when reforming schools. More specifically, the study 
students to respond to questions about the following areas; 
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1. Characteristics of a good teacher including personal attributes, class- 
room management practices, and teaching style. 

2. Characteristics of favorite teachers, 

3. Issues related to homework. 

4. Elements that help make a class more interesting. 

5. Test preferences. 

6. Issues related to classroom Riles. 

7. Understandings they wished teachers had about students. 

Subjects 

As part of an assignment, 34 preservice middle and high school teachers 
enrolled in a state- required reading methods course were asked to survey one 
complete class of students in their major teaching content area in order to better 
understand their students, their needs, and their thinking. Of these preservice 
teachers, 24 were assigned to 18 public high schools in 15 different school dis- 
tricts. Another 10 were assigned to 6 public and 1 private junior high schools 
in 7 school districts. Overall, 946 middle and high school students from 19 
school districts in West-Central Michigan were included in the study. The 
school districts included rural, urban, and suburban populations. 



Design 

In preparation for the study a questionnaire was designed to gather data 
on students’ perceptions about characteristics of good teachers, good teach- 
ing, and favorite teachers. In addition students were queried on issues in- 
volving homework, making a class interesting, tests, and classroom ailes. 
The first questionnaire contained only open-ended questions (see Appen- 
dix A) and was administered as a pilot trial to 400 middle and high school 
students from oiral, urban, and suburban schools reflective of the sample in 
the study. Student responses were evaluated and a second, more refined 
questionnaire was developed (see Appendix B), asking students to make 
forced choices. For example, an open-ended question on the pilot survey, 
“What are the characteristics of a good teacher?” evolved into three ques- 
tions on the final survey with forced choices in the areas of personal charac- 
teristics, classroom management, and teaching style. Similarly, responses on 
the pilot survey revealed three areas of concern about homework: feelings 
about homework, preference of kind, and how much is reasonable. Student 
comments were tabulated for frequency and led to forced choices in the home- 
work questions on the final survey. 

Finally, preservice teachers were briefed on administrative procedures, 
nission was received from school districts to administer surveys, and 
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questionnaires were distributed to students in their classrooms for immedi- 
ate supervised completion. This provided a 100% response rate from stu- 
dents present on that particular day. All questionnaires were returned for 
analysis within a two week period. 



Results 

Question #/.* A good teacher is one who: 

Responses to this question dealt with personal characteristics of teachers. 
Sixty-nine percent of the students responded in nearly equal numbers to 3 of 
the 6 choices. These choices were has a good sense of humor, respects stu- 
dents, and listens to students (see Table 1). 

Question #2: A good teacher is one who: 

This question involved classroom management. Forty-seven percent of 
students responded is fair when asked this question, while another 27% 
responded is flexible. Only a very small number of students chose is an easy 
grader, doesn’t get angry, is strict, or enforces rules (see Table 1). 



Table 1. Characteristics of a Good Teacher by Percentage of Responses. 
Qualities involving personal characteristics: 



Has a sense of humor 


24% 


Respects students 


23% 


Listens to students 


22% 


Is patient and caring 


16 % 


Is enthusiastic 


10% 


Is someone you can trust 


5% 



Qualities involving elements of classroom management: 



Is fair 47% 

Is flexible 27% 

Doesn’t get angry 7% 

Is strict and makes you work hard 7% 

Is an easy grader 7% 

Enforces rules 5% 



Qualities involving teaching style: 

Makes learning fun 
Explains and makes sure all learn 
Uses a variety of teaching methods 
Lets you learn at your own pace 
Knows the subject well 



EkLC 



iches responsibility 



46% 

24% 

13% 

10 % 

5% 

2 % 
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Question #3: A good teacher is one who: 

For this question students indicated preferences related to teaching style. 
The overwhelming choice here was makes learning fun with 46% of the 
responses, followed by explains and makes sure everyone learns with 24% 
of the responses. Small percentages of responses were scattered among uses 
a variety of teaching methods, lets you learn at your own pace, teaches re- 
sponsibility, and knows the subject well (see Table 1). 

Question #13: What were the characteristics 
of your favorite teacher? 

Choices for this question included all 18 items from the first three ques- 
tions to see if personal characteristics, classroom management practices, or teaching 
style was chosen more often than the others. Although providing 18 choices 
tended to fragment the responses and lead to low percentages of all choices, 
two responses stood out from the rest by ratios between 2 and 5 to 1. These 
were made leamingfun and had a sense of humor. The first choice came from 
the category of teaching style while the second came from personal charac- 
teristics. 

Question #5: My feelings about homework are that I: 

Analysis of responses revealed that 38% of students don't like it, while 
23% believe that it is necessary and 21% believe it is a good way to learn. Only 
6% stated that they don 7 do it , 9% said that they do it if it isn 7 too much, and 
3% believe teachers don't grade it (see Table 2). 

Question # 6 c If I have homework, I would prefer it to be: 

Thirty-four percent of students responded meaningful ' not just busy work, 
27% answered easy and short, while 24% wanted creative projects. Only 2% 
of the respondents wanted homework to be challenging and difficult (see 
Table 2). 

Question #7: How much homework is reasonable? 

Only as needed was the response of 33% of students, while 21% sug- 
gested that 2 or 3 times per week per class was sufficient. Only 8% of students 
felt that no homework should be assigned (see Table 2). 

Question #8: If you were a teacher ; what would you 
do to make a class interesting? 

Forty-seven percent of students responded that they would allow stu- 
dents to work ingroups. Thirty-two percent favored having more whole group 
discussions. Two choices with low percentages of selection were show more 
films and lecture more (see Table 3). 
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Table 2. Issues Relating to Homework by Percentage of Responses. 



Feelings about homework: 

Don’t like it 38% 

Believe that it is necessary 23% 

Believe it is a good way to learn 21% 

Do it if it isn’t too much 9% 

Don’t do it 6% 

Believe teachers don’t grade it 3% 

Type of homework preferred* 

Meaningful, not just busywork 34% 

Easy and short 27% 

Creative projects 24% 

Something that forces me to think 13% 

Challenging and difficult 2% 

Reasonable quantity of homework: 

Only as needed 33% 

2 or 3 times per week per class 21% 

15 minutes per night per class 15% 

30 minutes per night per class 12% 

None 8% 

Once per week per class 7% 

One hour per night per class 4% 



Question #9: How do you learn best? 

The favored responses to this question were reversed from those of 
number eight (see Table 3). Forty-one percent of students felt that they learn 
best through whole class discussions, while 32% reported learning best by 
working in groups . Twenty-one percent favored reading and working alone. 

Question # 10 : What type of tests do you prefer? 

Students were given the choices of essay, true/false, multiple choice, 
short answer, and a mixture of the types of questions. Forty-one percent of 
students responded that they prefer multiple choice questions, while 33% 
said that they liked a mixture of the four. The least popular types of test 
questions were essay with 4% and short answer with 5% (see Table 3). 



Question # 12, : Who should make classroom rules? 

There was a strong consensus among students ( 65%) that classroom rules 
should be made collaboratively between teachers and students. In contrast, 
j^j^j^elt that teachers alone should make the rules, 11% felt that students 
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should be responsible for making the mles, 5% believed that it should be the 
teacher and school principal and 2% believed the principal acting alone should 
set class ailes (see Table 3). 

Question HI 4: 1 wish teachers would understand : 

Saidents were given six choices derived from responses to questions on 
the pilot questionnaire. Choices included the stress on students, we have 
homework in other classes, not to punish all when a few disturb, we can 't be 
quiet all day, students can't be perfect, and how teenagers think and behave. 
Fifty-five percent of students selected either we have homework in other 
classes, or the stress on students. In addition, students were given the oppor- 
ainity to comment about their choices to this question. Analysis of comments 
indicated that these two responses were often related. Many students at the 
high school level spoke of trying to juggle the work required to pass six 

Table 3. Responses by Percentages About Making a Class Interesting, 
Learning Style, Test Preference and Classroom Rules. 

How would make a class interesting? 



Allow students to work in groups 47% 

Have more whole group discussions 32% 

Have more quiet working time 7% 

Show more films 2% 

Lecture more 2% 

How do you learn best? 

Through whole class discussions 41% 

By working in groups 32% 

By reading and working alone 21% 

Through lectures 6% 

What type of tests do you prefer ? 

Multiple choice 41% 

A mixture of types of questions 33% 

Taie/false 70/0 

Short answer 5% 

Essay 4% 

Who should make classroom rules? 

Teacher and students in class 65% 

The saidents in the class 11% 

The teacher 7% 

Teacher and principal 5% 

O he principal 2% 

ERIC— 
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courses, the necessity of holding a part time job, participating in sports and 
other extra curricular activities, and having a social life. In addition, students 
spoke of averaging thirty minutes to an hour of homework in many of their 
courses which, when multiplied by the number of courses taken, made an 
inordinate amount of homework. One student wrote, “Doesn’t my teacher 
realize that we have lives beyond her course?” 



Discussion and Conclusions 

At the inception of this study, preservice teachers were skeptical about 
its success. The majority of them expressed an opinion that students would 
not take the questionnaire seriously, or even respond to it at all. Others felt 
that students who did respond would likely answer in a frivolous manner or, 
in their words, “blow it off.” These perceptions were supported by many of 
their supervising teachers, some of whom were apprehensive about giving 
the questionnaire at all. In actuality, the opposite occurred. Preservice teach- 
ers reported that students tended to be very conscientious in their responses 
and that they expressed surprise and appeared to feel honored to have their 
opinions heard. In fact, the experience was so positive that a number of the 
supervising teachers decided to give all of their classes an opportunity to 
respond to the questionnaire, and in some schools other teachers within 
departments or teams administered the questionnaire as well. More impor- 
tantly, a change in attitude became apparent among preservice teachers, who 
were surprised that students identified qualities of good teachers similar to 
their own beliefs. These qualities included having a good sense of humor, 
respecting students, listening to students, fairness, flexibility, making learn- 
ing fun, and making sure everyone learns. These qualities were similar to 
those identified by McCabe ( 1995 ) and the National Association of Second- 
ary School Principals ( 1996 ). 

Preservice teachers were unaware that most students are not totally 
opposed to homework. They learned that it is die quantity of homework, 
which typically isn’t coordinated among teachers within a fragmented school 
framework, that can become a problem for students. 

The preservice teachers took to heart students’ requests to more often 
be allowed to work in groups, and seemed to begin to take more seriously 
cooperative discussions and projects within dieir own content reading mediods 
class. Prior to this experience, some preservice teachers had been consis- 
tendy observed sitting in a circle facing one another with a group problem, 
yet attempting to solve die problem individually. 

Preservice teachers wondered in class why students overwhelmingly 
preferred multiple choice exams over essay exams, and speculated that per- 
t was because students are often not taught how to answer essay ques- 
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tions. They discussed ways to teach and model essay test taking. 

Preservice teachers were impressed by the number of students (76%) who 
felt that either the teacher and students or the students alone should make the 
rules for their classrooms. This finding led to renewed interest in Glasser’s 
(1990) quality schools concept where teachers are viewed as lead-managers 
who work with students to set rules and solve problems, as opposed to the 
adversarial position teachers often assume with students. 

In conclusion, the hypothesis that much can be learned from listening 
to the voices of students was confirmed in this study. Through this project, 
preservice teachers developed deeper understandings of their students and 
their perceptions, feelings, likes, and dislikes. In return, students were pleased 
that teachers would care enough to listen. As a result, the seeds for mutual 
cooperation and respect were sown, leading toward an environment where 
fertile learning could take place. Combs (1979) states, “If a student believes 
that the teacher is unfair, it makes little difference whether the teacher really 
is or not. What matters is what the student experiences, not what someone 
did or intended to do” (p. 195). To fully understand fairness in the eyes of 
students, teachers need to listen to, connect with, and value student views 
and perceptions. Education is not something simply to be administered to 
students; it is a joint venture in learning built around cooperation, respect, 
enthusiasm, motivation, and good classroom leadership. 
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Appendix A: Open-ended Student Survey Used in Pilot Study 

We value your input. Please take a moment and answer the questions that 
follow. 

1. What are the characteristics of a good teacher? 

2. How will this course affect your life? Do you see a connection? Is it im- 
portant? Will you use what you have learned later on? 

3. What are your feelings about homework? What kind and how much would 
you prefer? 

4. How do you think this class should be taught? Do you prefer discussions, 
lectures, working in groups, etc.? 

5. What type of tests do you prefer? 

6. If you were a teacher, what would you do to make this class interesting? 

7. What classroom rules would you have, or not have? Who should make 
class and school rules? 

8. Please complete the following sentences: 

a. My favorite teacher was because 

b. I wish teachers would understand 

c. If I were a teacher, I would 




304 



Don Pottorff 293 



Appendix B: Student Survey Used in This Research Project 

We value your input. Please take a moment and answer the questions that 
follow. 

1. Choose only one. A good teacher is one who: 

is enthusiastic has a good sense of humor 

respects students listens to students 

can be trusted by students is patient and caring 



2. Choose only one. A good teacher is one who: 

doesn’t get angry is an easy grader 

is strict enforces rules 

is flexible 



_is fair 



_makes you work hard 



3. Choose only one. A good teacher is one who: 

uses a variety of teaching methods teaches responsibility 

lets you learn at your own pace knows the subject well 



.explains/ makes sure everyone learns 



.makes learning fun 



4. Do you see a connection between this class and your life? Is it important? 
Will you use what you are learning later on? 



5. Choose only one. My feelings about homework are that I: 

believe it is a good way to learn don’t like it 

believe that it is necessary don’t do it 

believe teachers don’t grade it do it if it isn’t too much 



6. Choose only one. If I have homework, I would prefer it to be: 

challenging and difficult easy and short 

meaningful, not just busy work creative projects 



.something that forces me to think about the subject 



7. Choose only one. How much homework is reasonable? 

one hour per night per class once per week per class 

30 minutes per night per class 2 or 3 times per week per class 



_15 minutes per night per class 
_none 



.only as needed 



8. Choose only one. If you were a teacher, what would you do to make 
a class more interesting? 

have more whole group discussions show more films 

allow students to work in groups lecture more 

have more quiet working time 



9- Choose only one. How do you learn best? 

O ■' [rough lectures through whole class discussions 

^ / working in groups by reading and working alone 



ERIC 
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10. Choose only one. What type of tests do you prefer? 

essay true/false multiple choice 

short answer a mixture of the other four kinds 

11. What classroom rules would you have, or not have if you were a teacher? 

12. Choose only one. Who should make classroom rules? 

the teacher the students in the class 

the principal the teacher and students in the class 

the teacher and principal 

13. Choose three. My favorite teacher was because he/she: 

was patient and caring w as enthusiastic about the subject 

made learning fun had a sense of humor 

w as flexible w as strict and made us work hard 

respected students w as an easy grader 

didn’t get angry used a variety of teaching methods 

was someone you could trust w as fair 

enforced the rules let you learn at your own pace 

taught responsibility e xplained & made sure all learned 

listened to students knew the subject well 

14. Choose only one. I wish teachers would understand: 

.the stress on students 

we have homework in other classes 

not to punish all when a few disturb 

we can’t be quiet all day 

students can’t be perfect 

how teenagers think and behave 

Please explain your choice. 

15. If I were a teacher, I would: 
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Abstract 

Two elementary methodology professors collaborate by using and extend- 
ing children ’s literature to provide a common pathway among methodology 
courses and a means to facilitate the transfer and application of learning. 
The collaboration described herein specifically focuses upon the development 
of a model containing six elements which was implemented with students 
taking elementary language arts and mathematics methodology courses. Ex- 
amples and/or procedures are given for each element of the model including 
bibliographic card formats, student reflections, children ’s literature content 
bibliographic starters, and professional children } s literature resources that can 
be accessed by students. 



U A /jay I use the children’s literature bibliographic cards and activity ideas 
IVAl made during my language arts course to help me with my math- 
ematics project?” 

This question was posed mid-semester by a preservice student enrolled in a 
mathematics methodology course where students were expected to create a 
partial portfolio that would include projects based on children’s literature 
selections. As the student asked the question, the professor observed that 
there was a hesitancy and a sense of ‘dishonesty’ in making multiple uses of 
materials and ideas developed in previous or simultaneous courses. She also 
noted that other students in the course were anxious to hear her answer 
was, “Yes, do build upon your previous and current projects from 
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other courses and apply them to what you are now doing in relation to math- 
ematics.” 

The students still seemed to doubt that the use and adaptation of pre- 
vious or concurrent learning and materials developed would be condoned. The 
mathematics professor then spoke to other methodology professors who agreed 
with her and were surprised by the question. Being on a relatively small campus, 
these professors often articulated and felt that the transfer of strategies, ideas, 
and materials among methods courses already was occurring and being 
encouraged. Because the ease and frequency of transfer appeared to be in 
question, the language arts and mathematics methodology professors agreed to 
develop a collaborative model for transfer of learning between those two 
courses. Children’s literature was selected to be the “pathway” of transfer 
because all methodology professors wanted to include children’s literature in 
their courses. Depending on the success of the model, methodology professors 
in science and social studies expressed interest in joining this effort; thus, their 
content areas also were included in the planning and development of re- 
sources. 



Theoretical Background 

The transfer and application of learning gained and combined from 
various courses, subjects, or themes have been topics of research for almost 100 
years (Bransford, Vye, Adams, & Perfetto, 1989; Prenzel & Mandl, 1992; Singley 
& Anderson, 1989; Voss, 1987). Resnick (1989) defines learning transfer as the 
“flexible applicability of knowledge (p. 2).” Current thinking from a 
constructivist viewpoint is that one reconstructs knowledge in order to apply 
it to other situations. Collins (1990) believes that the learner must develop a 
global framework before he or she can integrate what is known into new 
situations. It also is believed that transfer is more probable and longer lasting 
“where the ‘context of use’ of the knowledge is obvious to the student” so the 
student psychologically conceives the possible “range of application” (p.5) for 
given concepts and processes (Prenzel & Mandl, 1992). 

To ascertain how and if such transfer might relate to the methodology 
training of presen/ice teachers, Noe (1994) designed an integrative curricu- 
lum model based on a 12 hour course that provided strategies and continu- 
ity to integrate the various content methodology courses. Sixty-one percent 
of the students used the integrative strategies learned in this course during 
their student teaching. Eighteen of the 72 graduates became employed as 
teachers by the time of this study and completed a questionnaire. The ma- 
jority of those respondents felt that the preparation they received in this pro- 
gram influenced them to adopt an integrative philosophy. Sixty-six percent 
he fonner students felt they were prepared to integrate and transfer knowl- 
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edge and skills learned to many aspects and areas of their teaching. Thirty- 
eight percent of the respondents extensively incorporated integrative strate- 
gies learned, while the remaining respondents indicated substantial to mod- 
erate use of such strategies in their classrooms. 

Various educators working with preservice students (Gordon & Huns- 
berger, 1991; Moore, 1991; Oropallo & Gomez, 1996; Seaborg, Mohr, & Fowler, 
1994) found that preservice journals used alone or incorporated into a larger 
portfolio encouraged students to reflect on what they had learned, build a 
more astute awareness of strategies and possibilities for wider application, and 
consider innovative ways of thinking and applying what was learned to ac- 
tual classroom situations. Several of the above researchers stressed that feed- 
back from peers, professors, or others resulted in more responsive thinking 
by the students. 

A variety of sources (Burton, 1992; Dynak, 1997; Nevin, 1992; Winograd 
& Higgins, 1995) have also noted the success of combining language arts 
and mathematics instruction. Nevin (1992) stressed that, “literature is a natu- 
ral way to introduce a new concept ” and that exposing students to stories 
urges them to “listen, interpret, and reflect on content” (p. 144). The National 
Council of Teachers of Mathematics (1991) recommended in its professional 
standards that “teachers move from traditional text and teacher-centered teach- 
ing to empower students to construct their own knowledge of mathematics” 
(p.2). One way the Council advocates this be accomplished is through wide 
reading, which can be encouraged by the inclusion of children’s literature as 
an active part of a mathematics curriculum. 

This inclusion of literature as a commonality among the various meth- 
odology courses was what the professors and writers of this article envisioned 
when they developed their collaborative model. Support for such inclusion 
is given by numerous professional sources. Routman (1988) and Norton (1992) 
both indicate that literature-based learning is taking hold in countries such 
as Australia, New Zealand, England, and Canada, and is becoming an im- 
portant vehicle of instruction and means for concept reinforcement in vari- 
ous states. Norton stresses that in order to develop an effective reading pro- 
gram based on literaaire, “teachers need to know how to select literature 
and must be skilled in the instructional strategies that highlight the best fea- 
tures of literature as well as excite students (p. 5).” Gunning (1996) believes 
that students gain proficiency in both their reading and conceptual knowl- 
edge by reading books and periodicals related to the content that is being 
studied. However, Walker and Roskos (1994) warn that . . few preservice 
teachers today have experienced learning within a literature-based classroom, 
and preservice teachers’ early conceptions of teaching are derived largely 

m e i r experiences as students themselves” (p.60). 
ggs and Stiefer (1995) decided to act upon this type of challenge by 
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actively incorporating children’s literature in their reading and language arts 
classes with the intention that knowledge and strategies learned would be 
applied to all areas of the curriculum. Students developed a literature card file, 
kept response journals, formed book discussion groups, and started personal 
children’s literature collections. Journals gave insight into their reactions to 
various literature selections as well as into thinking and group discussion 
processes. The final journal entry was to ascertain if these preservice students 
would use discussion groups in practice. The students stated unanimously that 
book discussion was a strategy they would use in their own classrooms. 
However, as Briggs and Stiefer reflected on the incorporation of literature in 
their courses, they decided some revision was in order. Among the revisions 
are: acquiring common sets of children’s literature books for course discus- 
sion, adding a greater choice in literature response activities, including mu- 
sical and artistic responses, and accepting and encouraging more variety in 
terms of response modalities. In light of their experience, they advocate that 
“the principles and similar activities could be incorporated into any reading/ 
language arts, science, and math courses by elementary faculty collaborating 
or teaming with content area faculty” (p.206). They contend this collabora- 
tive practice enables students to see their faculty members working together 
and to become more aware of the possibilities of interdisciplinary instruction. 
This tenet is echoed by Kelly and Famum (1990) who suggest that “teacher 
education classes must provide process models that both demonstrate appro- 
priate classroom practice and enhance content learning” (p. 268). 



The Collaborative Model 

This university’s collaborative model was based on three concepts: a) 
knowledge and instaictional strategies can be transferred across the curricu- 
lum; b) saident response journals and portfolios can offer opportunities for 
reflection; and c) children’s literature is gaining a growing presence as a base 
for instaiction. This collaborative model features six elements: 

1) Exposure to a variety of children’s literature and its use in language 
arts and reading courses; 

2) Articulation among faculty as to the importance of and ways to in- 
clude children’s literature; 

3) Reinforcement in methodology courses by including children’s lit- 
erature in assignments, strategies, and/or activities; 

4) Transfer, application, and extension of experiences related to 
children’s literature among the courses; 

5) Philosophical and psychological preparation for effective implemen- 

Q tation of thematic units; and 

6) Encouragement of reflection among developing practitioners. 
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Exposure to a Variety of Children's Literature and Its Use 
in Language Arts and Reading Courses 

At this particular campus, the combined language arts and children’s lite- 
rature methodology course usually is the first methodology course in which 
students enroll. It must be completed prior to taking two reading courses which 
are sequenced in subsequent semesters. However, it is becoming more preva- 
lent that students who have transferred may already have completed one or 
more methodology courses. A number of students also elect to take several 
content methodology courses at the same time they enroll in language arts. 
Blocks of sequenced methodology courses are the preference of die faculty; 
however, diis is not yet a program reality. Therefore, consideration for pro- 
viding an integrative base in die language arts and children’s literature course 
which could be applied to simultaneous and/or future methodology courses 
is currently needed. The language arts and children’s literature course is de- 
signed to introduce students to a variety of genres such as realistic fiction, 
historical fiction, modern fantasy, concept and informational books, poetry, 
and biography. One feature of the course is that students select a theme such 
as “Foods Around die World” and find examples of this theme in the various 
genres. Students are guided by the professor in webbing or clustering the 
topics and subtopics found in a variety of children’s literature selections and 
odier print and non-print resources. In a culminating course activity, coop- 
erative teams of saidents select a literature book and teach a minimum of four 
individually prepared lessons relative to die content and skills in mathemat- 
ics, science, fine arts, and social studies. A recent practice is to have each team 
of students introduce the core book and teach the lessons to an actual class in 
grade levels three, four, or five during a half day at a local school. This helps die 
preservice students ascertain die appropriateness of dieir chosen book for a 
given group of elementary students. Preservice teachers also self-evaluate die 
effectiveness of their lessons in elaborating and extending integrated content 
knowledge and skills based on diat book. Preservice students supplement die 
core book by introducing students to odier related books that will extend die 
content of the lessons. This requirement encourages the examination of die 
topic from assorted viewpoints and genres. 

Starter bibliographies are disseminated in die language arts and children’s 
literature course for madiematics, science, and social science (see Appendix 
A). Each of diese bibliographies features a variety of literature examples relative 
to those content areas and leaves five or more blank lines to encourage 
preservice students to add and share additional literature examples they dis- 
cover. Students also are given a children’s literature bibliographic resource 
list (see Appendix B) to help them become familiar with resource lists and 
journals which feature book reviews and other information for locating rel- 
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Articulation Among Faculty as to the Importance of and 
Ways to Include Children's Literature 

This faculty was aware and accepting of using children’s literature as an 
integral part of their course materials, objectives, and assignments. The lan- 
guage arts and mathematics professors who piloted the collaborative model 
began the process of integrating assignments, activities, and materials. Spe- 
cific strategies introduced in the language arts course included scavenger hunts, 
graphic organizers, book bags, inquiry reading, literaaire circles, Brain Feed, 
and A Fact A Day. These activities provided a sample of the variety of expe- 
riences that can be used across die curriculum. Although the faculty members 
have not formally shared these strategies with their colleagues, it is suggested 
this be done whenever possible. Students’ use of these strategies in their 
content classes suggests to faculty members that the strategies can be applied 
in different content areas. The mediodology faculty should meet periodically 
to share content, skills, and assignments they stress in dieir courses and to 
discuss children’s literaaire they find applicable. 

Reinforcement in Methodology Courses by Including Children's 
Literature in Assignments, Strategies, and/or Activities 

The mathematics professor implemented the model in a loosely defined 
sequence. She first presented and modeled how to use math-related children’s 
literaaire. Students then emulated her and/or the language arts professor by 
incorporating some of the same activities and strategies for books they were 
bringing and discussing in class. 

As the mathematics methodology course progressed, students were as- 
signed to cooperative groups where they developed and presented lessons 
which integrated children’s literature with mathematics. Specific lesson plans 
were developed using a format common to methodology professors in all 
the content areas. The components of the lesson plans included focus, ob- 
jectives, materials needed, motivation, procedures, evaluation criteria, fol- 
low-up activities, a bibliography of related children’s literature titles, software 
suggestions, and any additional resources. 

Many of the activities tried by students reflected examples given or de- 
veloped by them in the language arts and children’s literature course. It was 
not unusual for students during the mathematics course to visit the language 
arts professor and share how they were applying various strategies learned 
in her course to their math assignments. 

The students also were required to record their literature finds on 4x6 inch bib- 
liography cards. The entries were less formal than those recorded in language arts, 
but added to already existing files. Card summaries included recommendations for 
grade levels, mathematical operations identified, and suggested teaching strategies. 
O re 1 presents three examples of student-prepared bibliography cards: 
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Figure 1. Bibliography Cards for Math-Related Children’s Literature 

The Librarian Who Measured The Earth 
Author: Kathryn Lasky 
IllustratonKevin Hawkes 

A spectacular book with bold and colorful illustrations tells the story 
of Eratosthenes, a Greek student, who lived over 2000 years ago. This 
simple text presents a wonderful story and challenging math concepts 
for the reader. Rec.: Third, fourth, and fifth grades. 

Anno’s Counting Book 

Author and Illustrator: Mitsumasa Anno 

This book introduces counting and number systems by showing math- 
ematical relationships in nature. The author illustrates each number in 
a variety of ways and students discover it. There also is an excellent note 
in the back of the book about ways to introduce numbers and count- 
ing. This book would be appropriate for kindergarten and first grade. 

26 Letters and 99 Cents 

Author and Photographer :Tana Hoban 

One half of the book features the letters of the alphabet and when you 
turn the book over and upside down, it’s a separate book that features 
coins — up to 99 cents! The coins are photographs and excellent to use 
when children are learning the value of money. 

Rec.: K-2. 



Transfer ; Application, and Extension of Children's Literature 
Related Experiences Among the Courses 

Professors modeled ways to include children’s literature across the cur- 
riculum. Both the mathematics and language arts professors reminded stu- 
dents that their ideas could be transferred, applied, and modified for any 
content area lesson. Once students realized they could use the same children’s 
literature selections in a variety of ways for different courses without “cheat- 
ing”, it was not unusual for them voluntarily to incorporate literature in les- 
sons for art, science, social studies, music, and physical education. One stu- 
dent excitedly shared in a hallway how she was using The Drinking Gourd 
(Monjo, 1970) to demonstrate her competency on the ukelele and to teach a 
song related to an historical event or period in her music methods class. 
Another student showed three children’s literature selections he had discov- 
ered on ways to juggle and taught juggling skills gained from the books to 
peers in his physical education class. Students are more frequently visiting 
professors to talk informally about children’s literature and to seek book 
q sstions to incorporate with their various projects. 
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Philosophical and Psychological Preparation 
Toward Effective Implementation of Thematic Units 

An initial impetus for developing the collaborative model was the panic 
expressed by many students during the beginning of their teaching intern- 
ships when they were told to develop a thematic unit. The students seemed 
to have never heard of this concept, although the professors believed that 
students were being prepared in each class to design lessons and an even- 
tual unit. A conscious effort is now being made to use the term “thematic 
unit” more consistently across the methodology courses, which has some- 
what quelled students’ anxiety. In recently completed units, children’s litera- 
ture appears to be the framework of the unit, with many subsequent lessons 
and activities relating to specific books. 

The outline which interns follow in their units incorporates the language 
arts areas of listening, speaking, reading, writing, and drama. It also is expected 
that social studies, science, math, art, music and appropriate special activities 
will be integrated. To plan their units, students complete a graphic organizer 
which displays the theme with spokes and empty “boxes” for to each area and/ 
or concept to be included. Students first are exposed to this format in the lan- 
guage arts and children’s literature course. During the mathematics course, 
students add their newly acquired mathematics activities and literature titles. 
The goal is to maintain this organization of ideas throughout the methodol- 
ogy courses. Therefore, as students begin their internships, they are armed with 
a substantial amount of information and resources which can be modified to 
accommodate a particular grade placement and the unique needs of specific 
classrooms. 

Encouragement of Reflection as Developing Practitioners 

Students at this campus are expected to develop a portfolio that repre- 
sents what they know and can do in terms of teaching. The portfolio com- 
bines examples of experiences students had throughout their many courses. 
Photographs and other types of evidence are in the cumulative portfolio which 
is to be completed by the conclusion of the internship. The portfolio is to be 
developed as a composite of an individual’s prowess and promise. It is con- 
sidered in the overall evaluation of the internship and is used as an introduc- 
tion during employment interviews. 

One aspect of the portfolio is for students to reflect upon their observa- 
tions, participation activities, and teaching experiences through journal entries. 
The journal is a critical component of the required portfolio. According to 
Keiffer and Faust (as cited in Krause, 1996), three major processes that should 
be considered in developing a portfolio are 1) collection, 2) selection, and 3) re- 
flection. The reflection entries are viewed as one source of evidence of students’ 

th process. The journal comments evolved from simple notes with a 
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singular observation to more critical assessments regarding the appropriate 
use of children’s literature and the effectiveness of strategies and activities. A 
sampling of student journal reflections regarding daily activities includes: 

“I enjoyed discussing the children’s literature selections pertaining to 
mathematics.” 

“It was helpful to listen to other students’ findings during our discus- 
sions.” 

“I’d like to keep expanding my list and keep a file of good books be- 
cause I know I’ll refer to it in the future.” 

Students also were asked to reflect in a positive and constructive man- 
ner on their own cooperative group lesson presentations and on the presen- 
tations of other groups. As students became more comfortable with this type 
of evaluative process, the depth of their reflections increased gradually as is 
indicated by one preservice student’s journal entries concerning the follow- 
ing lessons. 

A lesson on division (early in the course) 

“The book, One Hundred Hungry Ants, was great.” 

A lesson on graphing 

“The graphing exercise was eye-catching and children would find it 
interesting. I liked the display of books put all around the room.” 
Note: The students who presented this lesson provided a bibliography 
of literature resources related to the lesson and created a display of 
selections based on the bibliography. 

A lesson on geometry 

“This group used the book, Grandfather Tang’s Story, as the basis of 
their lesson plan on TANGRAMS. I liked the way they had students 
doing TANGRAMS at their seats. Their extension activity of having stu- 
dents write a story and then use a TANGRAM to illustrate it was good.” 



Evaluation of the Model 

Just as the students reflected on their experiences, the professors reflected 
on the collaborative model. After thoughtful deliberation, several elements 
of the model were identified as strong and others were determined to be in 
need of modification. The collection of literature and reflection on its uses 
were successful and clearly met course objectives. Expectations were pleas- 
antly surpassed as professors noted consistent growth in the depth of stu- 
dents’ perceptions, reflections, and knowledge of children’s literature. 

Reflections by the professors unanimously indicated that the model would 
mgthened if specific strategies were given for each of the titles or genres. 
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A Children’s Literature Idea Bank Across the Curriculum could be established 
and periodically updated by students who completed the course(s). The Idea 
Bank would be available to less advanced students to use as a planning re- 
source to suggest categories of books and a variety of genres to include in 
lessons. Students created a minimum of 40 titles for the language arts and 
children’s literature course and added 10 more in the mathematics course. 
Because many students exceeded these requirements, the number of anno- 
tations might be increased. Several students noted that the more extensive their 
card file, the more helpful it was in developing thematic units during their 
internship. 

Next Steps 

The next step is to share the modified collaborative model and the find- 
ings to date with methodology professors in social studies and science so they 
may travel this collaborative pathway to literacy. In addition, an eventual goal 
is for the students experiencing this model to internalize it and apply it to their 
own teaching. It is hoped that a saident will perceive the elements of the model 
as 1) /need to continue building upon my knowledge of children’s literature; 
2) I need to articulate with my own faculty members; 3) / need to include 
children’s literature in the assignments, strategies, and/or activities I plan and 
implement; 4) I need to transfer, apply, and extend children’s literature 
throughout my curriculum; 5) /need to consider children’s literature as a base 
for my thematic units; and 6) / need to reflect upon the effectiveness of my 
teaching and the progress of my students. Although this model is in its early 
stages, students are envisioning children’s literature possibilities across their 
preservice teaching experiences and are using children’s literaaire as one es- 
sential ingredient in planning and teaching. 
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